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THE STATE DEPARTMENT’S HANDLING OF 
ALLEGATIONS OF VISA FRAUD AND OTHER 
IRREGULARITIES AT THE UNITED STATES 
EMBASSY IN BEIJING 


THURSDAY, JULY 29, 1999 

House of Representatives, 
Committee on Government Reform, 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton (chairman 
of the committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Burton, Morelia, Shays, McHugh, Horn, 
Mica, McIntosh, Scarborough, Barr, Miller, Hutchinson, Terry, 
Biggert, Ose, Vitter, Waxman, Maloney, Kucinich, and 
Schakowsky. 

Staff present: Kevin Binger, staff director; Barbara Comstock, 
chief counsel; James Wilson, chief investigative counsel; David 
Kass, deputy counsel and parliamentarian; Kristi Remington, sen- 
ior counsel; Kevin Davis, senior investigator; Marc Chretien, senior 
investigative counsel; Mark Corallo, director of communications; 
John Williams, deputy communications director; Corinne 
Zaccagnini, systems administrator; Robin Butler, office manager; 
Michelle l^ite, counsel; Carla J. Martin, chief clerk; Lisa Smith- 
Arafune, deputy chief clerk; Phil Schiliro, minority staff director; 
Phil Barnett, minority chief counsel; Kenneth Ballen, minority 
chief investigative counsel; Michael Raphael and Michael Yeager, 
minority counsels; Ellen Rayner, minority chief clerk; and Jean 
Gosa, minority staff assistant. 

Mr. Burton. The committee will be in order. We have some mo- 
tions we have to go through before I make my opening statement 
here. 

A quorum being present, the Committee on Government Reform 
will come to order, and before the distinguished ranking member 
and I deliver our opening statements, the committee must first dis- 
pose of some procedural issues. 

I would first like to take a moment to welcome the newest mem- 
ber of our committee, David Vitter from New Orleans. 

David, welcome. Glad to have you with us. I know that my col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle are really glad to have you on 
the committee, and we look forward to working with you. 

I move that the Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, 
and Human Resources be expanded from 16 members to 18 mem- 
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bers with 10 members from the majority and 8 members from the 
minority party. All in favor of the motion will signify by saying aye. 

Those opposed will signify by saying no. 

In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it and the motion is 
agreed to. 

I also move that Mr. Vitter of Louisiana be appointed to the ma- 
jority vacancies on the Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human 
Resources Subcommittee and the National Economic Growth, Nat- 
ural Resources, and Regulatory Affairs Subcommittee. All in favor 
of the motion will indicate by saying aye. 

All opposed will signify by saying no. 

In the opinion of the Chair, the ayes have it and the motion is 
agreed to. 

I ask unanimous consent that all Members’ and witnesses’ writ- 
ten opening statements be included in the record, and without ob- 
jection, so ordered. 

I ask unanimous consent that all articles, exhibits, and extra- 
neous or tabular material referred to, be included in the record, 
and without objection, so ordered. 

I ask unanimous consent that one staff report and compilation of 
exhibits regarding this hearing be included in the record. 

[Note. — The majority report and exhibits referred to may be 
found at the end of the hearing.] 

Mr. Waxman. If I may inquire, Mr. Chair, I think our staffs were 
in consultation about holding back one of the staff reports until 
later. 

I withdraw my reservation. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

I also ask unanimous consent that a statement from the Amer- 
ican Foreign Service Association be included in the record, and 
without objection, so ordered. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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American Foreign Service Association 

?ioi EStheet, NW ■ Washington, DC 20037 ■ (202)338-^045 • Fax: (202) 338-8244 • www.afsa.orq 

STATEMENT OF MR. JOHN NALAND, ACTING PRESIDENT, 
AMERICAN FOREIGN SERVICE ASSOCIATION 
TO THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 

July 29, 1999 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee: 

Thank you for this opportunity to testify about the Foreign Service discipline system. 
Ever since Congress established the modem U.S. Foreign Service 75 years ago, the American 
Foreign Service Association (APSA) has been the voice of the professionals who devote their 
careers to advancing America’s vital interests around the world. For the last 25 of those years, 
APS A has also been a federal labor union. We now represent the 10,000 active duty Foreign 
Service Officers and Specialists in five federal agencies, as well as some 13,000 Foreign Service 
retirees. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say at the outset that we deplore the rare instances of misconduct 
which occur in our ranks. We deplore them because we believe Americans are entitled to the 
highest standards of personal conduct in their diplomatic coips. Just as importantly, we deplore 
them because these isolated incidents besmirch the reputation of the overwhelming majority of 
Foreign Service people who conduct themselves with absolute integrity under difficult and often 
dangerous circumstances. 

We believe that when incidents of coiruption are alleged, the foreign affairs agencies 
should investigate them promptly and thoroughly. This is particularly crucial in the rare cases 
involving potentially criminal activity, where investigators must collect evidence sufficient to 
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win a conviction. If they collect sufficient evidence of misconduct, the Department of Justice 
should vigorously prosecute. It is critical not only to punish misconduct, but also to deter others 
who might be tempted. 

STENGTHENING THE DISCIPLINE SYSTEM 

Mr. Chairman, last year AFSA embarked on a project to strengthen the Foreign Service 
discipline system in the State Department, where about three-fourths of the Foreign Service 
works. We consulted with law enforcement officials, federal prosecutors, private defense 
attorneys, current and former federal Inspectors General, Foreign Service employees, and 
Congressional staff members. Our goal was to promote a system in which (1) any warranted 
punishment is swift, certain, and proportional and (2) employees enjoy the same due process 
rights as their fellow American citizens. 

On this second point, let me emphasize that as an active duty Foreign Service Officer 
myself, I have lived in countries which do not provide their citizens with legal protections which 
we enjoy in America. I can attest personally to how important those protections are to a just 
society. 

Our study found that the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) and the Diplomatic 
Security Service (DS) refer an average of 46 Foreign Service cases each year for disciplinary 
action to the State Department. I would note that very few cases — only seven in the past five 
years — involve allegations of visa fraud or malfeasance. Almost all of our diplomats serve for 
decades with unblemished records, and have no contact with the discipline system. 

Indeed, we found great support among Foreign Service members for ensuring that the 
discipline system operates swiftly. They believe, as does AFSA, that unpunished misconduct 



5 


3 

damages morale and imdermines our profession. Moreover, most employees are eager to resolve 
questions about their conduct. Until an investigation is closed or a discipline case resolved, a 
Foreign Service employee's tenuring, promotion and, in some cases, assignment is put on hold. 


SPEEDING UP THE DISCIPLINE SYSTEM: APPEALS PROCEDURES 

fa reviewing the record, AFSA concluded that lengthy delays occur in the investigative 
process. Once the report of investigation is issued its report and the Department proposes 
discipline, most employees respond quickly. 

fa July 1998, AFSA made a number of recommendations to State Department 
management to make the time frames for investigating and resolving Foreign Service discipline 
cases titter. Significantly, we proposed shortening the discipline process by cutting oat one 
level of the two-step appeal process, fa making that recommendation, AFSA became one of the 
only unions in the country that was actually trying to reduce the avenues of appeal available to 
our members. But since so few of us have any contact with the discipline system, it is not 
surprising that Foreign Service Officers and Specialists support such efforts to secure swift 
justice. 

AFSA’s proposal was accepted by State Department management and we concluded a 
Memorandum of Understanding dated June 15, 1999 instituting this new streamlined processing 
procedure in a one year Pilot Program. 

NEED FOR QUICKER INVESTIGATIONS 

In looking for ways to speed up the process, we also concluded that the State Department 
IG needs to improve their investigative process. Investigations take too long, quite often more 



6 


4 

than 1 8 months. This is particularly true in administrative cases, where criminal misconduct is 
not an issue. In January 1998, the IG issued a report that charged lengthy delays in the State 
Department’s handling of Foreign Service discipline cases. The IG auditors apparently did not 
look at the IG’s own investigations staff. 

To speed up the process, we proposed that the IG either complete administrative (non- 
criminal) investigations within 12 months, or else report to the Secretary of State on what steps 
were underway to finish the inquiry. The purpose was to establish some administrative 
accountability in the system. The IG disagreed with this recommendation, but she told us that 
she has instructed the investigations staff to make tangible progress in this area. We would 
welcome such progress. 

REMOVING INCENTIVES 

We also supported legislative action to reform the appeals procedures. In the Senate 
version of this year's Foreign Relations Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001, S. 
886, AFSA supported a provision stating that the Secretary can stop paying a Foreign Service 
employee being fired for misconduct while the individual pursues an appeal. Of course, if the 
cause for separation is not established, then the individual is entitled to be made whole 
subsequently. It is extremely uncommon for misconduct to rise to the level where a person is 
fired - certainly less than one case per year. When it does happen, we believe the Department 
should not have to retain the employee in a paid status pending the outcome of the appeal. This 
is demoralizing for other employees and casts the Foreign Service in an unfavorable light. 



7 


5 


CONCLUSION 

Mr. Chairman, AFSA firmly believes that, in the rare cases where misconduct is alleged, 
thorough but swift investigations are essential. It is only fair to the individual under 
investigation, and essential to the morale of the Service. Finally, when misconduct is proven, we 
insist on appropriate disciplinary action, including, when necessary, expulsion from the Service 
and criminal prosecution. Only by taking a hard line against the corrupt few can we maintain the 
high standards for personal integrity, which have characterized America’s diplomats for the past 
seventy-five years. 

Thank you. 
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Mr. Burton. And finally, I ask unanimous consent that ques- 
tioning in the matter under consideration proceed under clause 
2(g)(2) of House rule 11 and committee rule 14, in which the chair- 
man and ranking minority member allocate time to committee 
counsel or members as they deem appropriate for extended ques- 
tioning, not to exceed 60 minutes, divided equally between the ma- 
jority and minority; and without objection, so ordered. 

As I said earlier, I have been involved in a number of congres- 
sional hearings and investigations over the years. I have learned 
a few things along the way. One thing I have learned is that some- 
times you begin investigating one problem, and in the process, you 
uncover other problems you weren’t even aware of. By exposing the 
problem, shining the light of day on it, hopefully you begin the 
process of fixing it. 

That’s what happened under my predecessor Bill Clinger. We 
began investigating the firing of seven Travel Office employees. In 
the process, we discovered that the Clinton White House had ob- 
tained over 900 confidential FBI files of Republicans who no longer 
worked there. 

It happened again during our investigation into illegal foreign 
fundraising. When Johnny Chung appeared here in May, he testi- 
fied that a general in charge of China’s military intelligence agency 
gave him $300,000 to donate to the President’s campaign. They 
said they liked the President and they wanted to see him get re- 
elected. But Mr. Chung also testified about another problem, one 
we were not expecting, visa fraud. Mr. Chung testified that he saw 
one of the senior officials at the United States consulate in Beijing, 
Charles Parish, accept a shopping bag full of cash in exchange for 
providing visas to Chinese nationals. Now, that’s a very disturbing 
allegation. 

Mr. Chung testified that Mr. Parish asked him for $500 to pay 
for a computer class for his secretary. Chung said he did it. Chung 
testified that Mr. Parish asked for $7,000 to pay for tuition for sev- 
eral Chinese students studying in California. Mr. Chung said he 
did that, as well. This happened at a time when Mr. Parish was 
approving 25 to 30 visas for Chung’s business associates. 

My staff called Johnny Chung this week to ask him for more in- 
formation about this. He told us that he was riding in a car with 
Mr. Parish in Beijing. He said that Mr. Parish didn’t really ask for 
the money; he demanded it. Chung said that the tone in Mr. 
Parish’s voice sent a very clear message, “I want you to do it, you 
have to do it.” Chung said that Mr. Parish was so insistent that 
Chung called his wife on the cell phone in the car and told her to 
go to the bank right away and get a cashier’s check and take it to 
the school. 

Mr. Chung says he provided his copy of this check to the Justice 
Department. We have asked the Justice Department to provide this 
documentation to us. We asked Janet Reno and the Justice Depart- 
ment almost 2 months ago. We are still waiting. Once again, we 
are getting no cooperation from the Justice Department and Attor- 
ney General Reno. 

Mr. Parish is here today, and we are going to ask him about all 
of these issues. 
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A U.S. visa is a very difficult thing to get. People line up for 
blocks outside U.S. Embassies all over the world. They wait all day 
to ask for a visa, some all night. Most of them get turned down. 

It has been estimated that the street value of a visa in some 
countries is worth as much as $20,000. 

If a Foreign Service Officer is taking advantage of his position 
by accepting bribes or illegal gratuities in exchange for visas, that 
is a very serious problem, a crime. So we started looking into it. 

What we found out was that Johnny Chung wasn’t the only one 
making allegations about Mr. Parish. Employees at the consulate 
had been filing complaints about him for over a year and a half. 
American citizens complained to senior Embassy officials. Articles 
started to appear about him in the Chinese press, in the Chinese 
papers. We have a copy of a State Department cable. It says that 
a Chinese Government official approached an Embassy staffer at a 
reception. The Chinese official told him that he was amazed at how 
many unqualified Chinese were getting visas. He said it was com- 
mon knowledge that if you took the right Embassy official to dinner 
and bought him a gift, you were guaranteed to get a visa. It seems 
like the only ones who weren’t asleep at the switch were the Chi- 
nese. 

So what happened with Mr. Parish? Was he fired? No. Was he 
prosecuted? No. Was he disciplined in any way? No. He was trans- 
ferred back to Washington. He was given other sensitive assign- 
ments. Instead of getting fired, he got a raise. In fact, he got four 
raises. 

We took a hard look at the State Department’s investigation of 
Mr. Parish. What we found was very disappointing. Three separate 
offices conducted investigations of Mr. Parish, and all three 
dropped the ball. Documents were destroyed without being re- 
viewed. Witnesses were not even interviewed. Bank records were 
not subpoenaed. We found allegations of serious wrongdoing that 
weren’t even checked out in a cursory way. 

The result was that a Foreign Service Officer who had been ac- 
cused of serious wrongdoing got shifted from one job to another 
without any action taken against him whatsoever. It looks to me 
like nobody wanted to deal with this problem. Everyone dropped 
the ball. 

Mr. Parish was put to work reviewing visa applications from Iraq 
and Iran. In his employee evaluation form — in which he received 
a glowing rating, by the way — it says that his position, “coordinates 
with the intelligence and law enforcement communities in the han- 
dling of the most sensitive visa applications, those from persons 
suspected of terrorism, espionage, or other serious threats to U.S. 
national interests.” 

When Mr. Parish was placed in this job, was it known that he 
was under criminal investigation? 

Now, if this was just an isolated incident, maybe it would not be 
such a big deal. One of the reasons I called this hearing today is 
to try to find out just how widespread the problem is. There are 
signs that it may not be an isolated incident at all. 

I was talking to one of my caseworkers just the other day, and 
she was trying to help a constituent get a visa for a relative in Ro- 
mania. They were denied. But I learned that there are rumors 
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about Embassy officials taking bribes in Romania. I have no idea 
if they are true or not. But these are things we need to look into 
because we have that oversight responsibility. 

I was reading an article in the Los Angeles Times. They have 
done an excellent job reporting on this issue. I want to read a cou- 
ple of quotes from the article. “Of a dozen cases known to the 
Times, a majority of diplomats, suspected of wrongdoing in issuing 
of visas, retired or were moved to another post. Cases that were 
opened took years to develop and usually ended up being dropped.” 

“Those suspected of issuing visas in exchange for money, gifts or 
sexual favors often are allowed to retire or move to another post 
rather than face extensive investigation or prosecution.” The Times 
article cited cases of fraud that happened in Asia, Africa, South 
America, all over the world. 

I wanted to say something as a matter of fairness. People who 
work in U.S. consulates have a tough, tough job. They face tremen- 
dous pressure. They face lines of hundreds, even thousands, of peo- 
ple who want visas every day, and they have to make snap deci- 
sions. I think that most of our consular officers are honest and 
hardworking, and do their jobs under very difficult circumstances, 
but it is fairly obvious that there is a very small minority that are 
willing to take advantage of this situation. 

I have a statement from the acting president of the American 
Foreign Service Association. They represent all of the Foreign Serv- 
ice Officers. I would like to submit this statement for the record. 
He says, “We deplore them, corrupt diplomats, because these iso- 
lated incidents besmirch the reputation of the overwhelming major- 
ity of Foreign Service people who conduct themselves with absolute 
integrity.” 

If the State Department doesn’t have the resources or the will to 
punish corrupt officials, then these problems are only going to get 
worse. The consequences are serious. We have a serious illegal im- 
migration problem. We have a problem with international ter- 
rorism. We have a problem with international drug trafficking. If 
Embassy officials can be tempted or bribed, these people that I just 
mentioned are going to take advantage of the situation. 

Mr. Parish is here today. I issued a subpoena for him to be here. 
I know he doesn’t want to be here. I am sorry to put him in this 
situation, but nobody else has seen fit to ask him about these alle- 
gations under oath, so we are going to do it today. I have also 
asked several people from the State Department to appear and an- 
swer questions about their investigations of Mr. Parish. We are 
going to ask them some tough questions about whether an ade- 
quate job was done. Looking at the record, I think it would be pret- 
ty hard for an objective person to say yes to that question. 

I want to say one thing in their defense before we get started. 
We have had a difficult time with the State Department in the 
past. We have had senior officials refuse to testify. My colleague, 
Mr. Gilman, at the International Relations Committee, has had 
similar problems. I have had to issue subpoenas just to get wit- 
nesses for hearings. That should never have to happen, and it 
hasn’t happened this time. 

I doubt if our witnesses really want to be here today. Nobody 
likes having their work questioned. But they have come, they have 
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agreed to testify and answer the committee’s questions without a 
subpoena, and I appreciate that. Under Secretary Cohen has 
agreed to testify. I understand that she has been traveling recently, 
and I appreciate that she is here today. I hope that she will be able 
to shed some light on how widespread the problem is. I also hope 
that she will be able to inform us about what, if anything, is being 
done to improve the State Department’s efforts to investigate these 
cases. We have had pretty good cooperation from the State Depart- 
ment this week, and as I said, I compliment them for that. 

I wish I could say the same thing for the Justice Department. I 
am absolutely furious about what happened yesterday as we were 
preparing for this hearing. The Inspector General is here today. 
Her office worked with the Justice Department to investigate the 
Parish matter. She got a call from the Justice Department yester- 
day. They told her that she couldn’t testify about the work her of- 
fice has done because it is covered by grand jury secrecy laws. 

I have it on pretty good authority that the Justice Department 
has a plan to close this case, but is keeping it open, I believe, to 
keep us from having the Inspector General testify; and I believe I 
know of a number of other cases where the Justice Department is 
deliberately keeping cases open so this committee cannot have ac- 
cess to witnesses. I say to my colleagues that I think this goes be- 
yond being unconscionable. It is an obstruction of justice. If the 
Justice Department plans to close a case, and they keep it open 
only for the purpose of keeping Congress from doing its investiga- 
tions, then that is almost criminal. 

This is absolutely the most ridiculous thing I have ever heard. 
It is typical of the kind of stonewalling that Janet Reno’s Justice 
Department has engaged in. For 2 years, they have hidden behind 
the so-called 6(e) rule. They won’t share any information with Con- 
gress. They won’t let us immunize witnesses. They won’t let us 
interview Charlie Trie or John Huang, and now they want to say 
that other agencies can’t share information with us. Janet Reno is 
doing a disservice to the Congress, and she is doing a disservice to 
the American people who are represented by the Congress of the 
United States. 

I would like to make two final points before I yield to my col- 
league, Mr. Waxman. 

First, for most people from other countries, the first place they 
come into contact with anyone from the United States is at one of 
our Embassies. If they are confronted by corruption at the Em- 
bassy, think about the message that sends about our entire coun- 
try. Think about how that reflects on all of the dedicated Eoreign 
Service Officers who are following the rules and doing their jobs 
well. That is why I think this is a very important issue. 

Second, this particular case is important because of where it hap- 
pened. Mr. Parish wasn’t working in Canada or Erance or Israel. 
He was working in China. China has been conducting very aggres- 
sive espionage at some of our nuclear facilities. They have stolen 
nuclear weapons secrets from us, thus endangering every man, 
woman, and child, at some point in the future. China has illegally 
tunneled millions of dollars into the United States to try to influ- 
ence our elections. China has been exporting nuclear technology 
and missile technology to rogue nations. 
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The United States Embassy in Beijing is one of our most sen- 
sitive posts. If allegations of corruption weren’t being followed up 
in Beijing, I don’t have a lot of confidence that they are being pur- 
sued more diligently elsewhere. I hope that our witnesses today 
can persuade us otherwise. 

I now yield to my colleague from California, Mr. Waxman, for his 
opening statement. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Dan Burton follows:] 
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Opening Statement 
Chairman Dan Burton 
Committee on Government Reform 
July 29 , 1999 


I’ve been involved in a number of Congressional investigations over the years. I’ve 
learned a few things along the way. One thing I’ve learned is that sometimes you begin 
investigating one problem, and in the process, you uncover other problems you weren’t even 
aware of. By exposing the problem, and shining the light of day on it, hopefully you begin the 
process of fixing it. 

That’s what happened under my predecessor. Bill Clinger. We began investigating the 
firing of the seven travel office employees. In the process, we discovered that the Clinton White 
House had obtained over 900 confidential FBI files of Republicans who no longer woilced there. 

It happened again during our investigation into illegal foreign fundraising. When Johnny 
Chung appeared here in May, he testified that a general in charge of China’s military intelligence 
agency gave him $300,000 to donate to the President’s campaign. They liked President Clinton, 
and they wanted to see him get re-elected. 

But Mr. Chung also testified about another problem — one we weren’t expecting — • visa 
fiaud. Mr. Chung testified that he saw one of the senior officials at the U.S. consulate in Beijing 
— Charles Parish — accept a shopping bag full of cash in exchange for providing visas to 
Chinese nationals. 

That’s a disturbing allegation. But that’s not all. 

Mr. Chung testified that Mr. Parish asked him for $500 to pay for a computer class for his 
secretary. Chung did it. 

Chung testified that Mr. Parish asked him for $7,000 to pay for tuition for several 
Chinese students studying in California. He did it This happened at a time when Mr. Parish was 
approving 25 to 30 visas for Chung’s business associates. 

My staff called Johirny Chung this week to ask him for more information about this. He 
told us that he was riding in a car with Mr. Parish in Beijing. He said that Mr. Parish didn’t 
really ask for the money — he demanded it Chung said that the tone in Mr. Parish’s voice sent a 
very clear message — “I want you to do it You have to do it.” Chung said that Mr. Parish was 
so insistent that (^ung called his wife on his cell phone fiom the car and told her to go to the 
bank right away and get a cashier’s check and take it to the school. 


Mr. Chung says he provided his copy of this check to the Justice Department We’ve 

Page -1- 
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asked the Justice Department to provide this documentation to us. We asked them two months 
ago. We’re still waiting. Once again, we’re getting no cooperation from Attorney Genera! Reno. 

Mr. Parish is here today. We’re going to ask him about all of these issues. 

A U.S. visa is a very difficult thing to get. People line up for blocks outside U.S, 
embassies all over the world. They wait all day to ask for a visa. Most of them get turned down. 

It’s been estimated that the street value of a visa in some countries is as much as $20,000. 

If a foreign service officer is taking advantage of his position by accepting bribes or 
illegal gratuities in exchange for visas, that’s a serious problem. So we started looking into it. 

What we found out was that Johnny Chung wasn’t the only one making allegations about 
Mr. Parish: 

• Employees at the consulate had been filing complaints about him for a year and a half. 

• American citizens complained to senior embassy officials. 

• Articles started to appear about him in the Chinese press. 

• We have a copy of a State Department cable. It says that a Chinese government official 
approached an Embassy staffer at a reception. The Chinese official told him that he was 
amazed at how many unqualified Chinese were getting visas. He said it was common 
knowledge that if you took the right Embassy official to dinner, and brought him a gift, 
you were guaranteed to get a visa. It seems like the only ones who weren’t asleep at the 
switch were the Chinese. 

So what happened to Mr. Parish? 

Was he fired? No. 

Was he prosecuted? No. 

Was he disciplined in any way? No. 

He was transferred back to Washington. He was given other sensitive assignments. 
Instead of getting fired, he got a raise. In fact, he got four raises. 

We took a good hard look at the State Department’s investigation of Charles Parish. 
What we found was very disappointing. Three separate offices conducted investigations of Mr. 
Parish. All three dropped the ball: 

• Documents were destroyed without being reviewed. 
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I think that most of our consular officers are honest and hard-working and do their jobs 
under difficult circumstances. But it is fairly obvious that there is a very small minority that is 
willing to take advantage of the situation. 

I have a statement from the Aching President of the American Foreign Service 
Association. They represent all the foreign service officers. I’d like to submit this statement for 
the record. He says: 

"We deplore them (corrupt diplomats) because these isolated incidents besmirch 

the reputation of the overwhelming majority of Foreign Service people who 

conduct themselves with absolute integrity. " 

If the State Department doesn’t have the resources or the will to punish corrupt officials, 
then these problems are only going to get worse. The consequences are serious: 

• We have a serious illegal immigration problem. 

• We have a problem with international terrorism. 

• We have a problem with international drug trafficking. 

If Embassy officials can be tempted or bribed, these people are going to take advantage of 
the situation. 

Mr. Parish is here today. I’ve issued a subpoena for him to be here. I know he doesn’t 
want to be here. I’m sorry to put him in this situation. But nobody else has seen fit to ask him 
about these allegations under oath, so we’re going to do it today. 

I’ve also asked several people from the State Department to appear and answer questions 
about their investigations of Mr. Parish. We’re going to ask them some tough questions about 
whether an adequate job was done. Looking at the record, I think it would be pretty hard for an 
objective person to say ‘yes’ to that question. 

I want to say one thing in their defense before we get started. We’ve had a difiScuIt time 
with the State Department in the past. We’ve had senior officials refuse to testify. My colleague, 
Mr. Gilman, at the International Relations Committee, has had similar problems. I’ve had to 
issue subpoenas just to get witnesses for hearings. That should never have to b^pen — and it 
hffin’t happened this time. I doubt if our witnesses really want to be here today. 

Nobody likes having their work questioned. But they have come, they have agreed to testify and 
to answer the Committee’s questions. 

Undersecretaiy Cohen has agreed to testify. I understand that she has been traveling 
recently, and I appreciate that she is here today. I hope that she will be able to shed some light 
on how widespread this problem is. I also hope that she will be able to inform us about what, if 
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• Witnesses weren’t interviewed. 

• Bank records weren’t subpoenaed. 

• We found allegations of serious wrongdoing that weren’t even checked out in a cursory 
way. 

The result was that a foreign service officer who had been accused of serious wrongdoing 
got shifted from one job to another without any action taken against him whatsoever. It looks to 
me like nobody wanted to deal with this problem. Everyone dropped the ball. 

Mr. Parish was put to work reviewing visa applications from Iraq and Iran! In his 
employee evaluation form, in which he received a glowing rating by the way, it says that his 
position “coordinates with the intelligence and law enforcement communities the handling of the 
most sensitive visa applications, those from persons suspected of terrorism, espionage or other 
serious threats to U.S. national interests.’’ When Mr. Parish was placed in this job, was it known 
that he was under criminal investigation? 

Now, if this was just an isolated incident, maybe it’s not such a big deal. One of the 
reasons I called this hearing today is to try to find out just how widespread this problem is. 

There are signs that it may not be an isolated incident at all. 

I was talking to one of my caseworkers just the other day. She was trying to help a 
constituent get a visa for a relative in Romania. They were denied. But I learned that there are 
rumors about embassy officials taking bribes in Romania. I have no idea if they’re true or not. 

I was reading an article in the Los Angeles Times. They’ve done some excellent 
rqrorting on this issue. 1 want to read a couple of quotes from this article: 

"Of a dozen cases known to The Times, a majority of diplomats suspected of 
wrongdoing in issuing of visas retired or were moved to another post. Cases that 
were opened took years to develop and usually ended up being dropped. ’’ 


"Those suspected of issuing visas in exchange for money, gifts or sexual favors 
often are allowed to retire or move to another post rather than face extensive 
investigation or prosecution. ” 

The Times article cited cases of fraud drat happened in Asia, Africa, South America - all 
over the world. 

I want to say something as a matter of fairness. People who work in U.S. consulates have 
a tough, tough job. They face tremendous pressure. They face lines of hundreds, even thousands 
of people who want visas every day. They have to make snap decisions. 
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anything, is being done to improve the State Department’s efforts to investigate these cases. 

We’ve had pretty good cooperation from the State Department this week. I compliment 
them for that. 

I wish I could say the same thing for the Justice Department. I’m absolutely furious 
about what happened yesterday as we were preparing for this hearing. The Inspector General is 
here today. Her office worked with the Justice Department to investigate the Parish matter. She 
got a call from the Justice Department yesterday. They told her that she couldn’t testify about 
the work her office has done because it’s covered by Grand Jury Secrecy laws. 

This is absolutely the most ridiculous thing I’ve ever heard. It’s typical of the kind of 
stonewalling Janet Reno’s Justice Department has engaged in. For two year^, they’ve hidden 
behind the so-called ‘6-E’ rule. They won’t share any information with Congress. They won’t 
let us immunize witnesses. They won’t let us interview Charlie Trie or 
John Huang. And now they want to say that other agencies can’t share information with us. 
Janet Reno is doing a disservice to the Congress, and she is doing a disservice to the American 
people. 


I’d like to make two final points before I yield to my colleague, Mr. Waxman. 

First, for most people from other countries, the first place they come into contact with 
anyone from the United States is at our Embassy. If they are confronted by corruption at our 
Embassy, think about the message that that sends about our entire country. Think about how that 
reflects on all of the dedicated foreign service officers who are following the rules. That’s why I 
think this is a very important issue. 

Second, this particular case is important because of where it happened. Mr. Parish wasn’t 
working in Canada, or France, or Israel. He was working in China. China has been conducting 
very aggressive espionage against our nuclear facilities. They have stolen nuclear weapons 
secrets from us, China has illegally frinneled millions of dollars into the U.S. to try to influence 
our elections. China has been exporting nuclear technology and missile technology to rogue 
nations. The U.S. Embassy in Beijing is one of our most sensitive posts. If allegations of 
corruption weren’t being followed up in Beijing, I don’t have a lot of confidence that they’re 
being pursued more diligently elsewhere. 

I hope that our witnesses today can persuade us otherwise. 

I now yield to Mr. Waxman for his opening statement. 
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Mr. Waxman. We are here today to look into the State Depart- 
ment’s response to allegations that one of its Foreign Service Offi- 
cers, Charles Parish, may have accepted gifts from visa applicants 
and their sponsors while he was posted in China, may have com- 
mitted visa fraud or other crimes, and may have violated the State 
Department’s code of ethical standards. 

These are serious allegations against Mr. Parish. They have ap- 
propriately been the subject of investigations by the State Depart- 
ment’s Diplomatic Security Service, the State Department’s Office 
of Inspector General, and the FBI. It appears that all these inves- 
tigations determined that there is insufficient evidence to bring 
charges against Mr. Parish, and now our committee is investigating 
Mr. Parish. 

This is not a situation where allegations of serious wrongdoing 
went unnoticed or where political appointees allegedly interfered 
with the normal processes of government. Apart from a tenuous 
connection to Johnny Chung, the facts surrounding Mr. Parish ap- 
pear to have nothing to do with the campaign finance investigation. 

It appears that the State Department acted reasonably in the in- 
vestigation of Mr. Parish. Junior officers raised concerns about his 
management practices to the second in command of the U.S. Em- 
bassy on April 11, 1996. By May 1, the regional security officer had 
begun an investigation and confronted Mr. Parish with allegations 
of misconduct. Shortly after that, Mr. Parish asked to curtail his 
assignment in Beijing. By May 17th, he was out of China and reas- 
signed to Washin^on while an investigation continued. 

That is not to say there weren’t some problems with the inves- 
tigations. Some documents and gifts found in Mr. Parish’s office 
were retained as relevant to the investigation. Other material was 
discarded. It obviously would have been preferable to retain the 
material until the investigation was completed. 

Mr. Parish was posted to Washington after he curtailed his as- 
signment and may have had continued involvement in visa issues 
during the investigation of this case. The State Department prob- 
ably should not have put Mr. Parish in this position until all seri- 
ous allegations were resolved. 

Even though we can point to mistakes in retrospect, it is impor- 
tant to keep the investigation of Mr. Parish in the proper perspec- 
tive. Everyone involved in the investigation of his case had other 
responsibilities. Unlike this committee, which can devote unlimited 
resources to pursuing even the most fruitless inquiries. State De- 
partment investigators have to make responsible choices about pri- 
orities and how to allocate their scarce time and resources. The evi- 
dence indicates that these career officials acted in good faith in de- 
termining that there was insufficient evidence to pursue a criminal 
investigation any further. 

Now, I won’t take the time of the committee now to go and make 
a point-by-point correction of a lot of factual inaccuracies in the 
chairman’s statement. I will do so for the record, but let me say 
that it lacked the judiciousness that we ought to apply when inves- 
tigating anybody of wrongdoing. 

The attack on the Justice Department seems to me to be particu- 
larly unwarranted. If the Justice Department were continuing an 
investigation, they obviously still think there is more for them to 
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learn; and the chairman thinks there is more yet to learn. So they 
are being criticized for continuing their investigation. The chair- 
man says they are continuing their investigation but they should 
close it and then he can continue to investigate it. 

Well, that just seems to me contradictory. If they close their in- 
vestigation, they would be criticized because it should be taken 
more seriously. If they keep it open, they are criticized because 
they haven’t closed it so that witnesses can come before this com- 
mittee to give evidence that wouldn’t otherwise be permitted. 

But the fact of the matter is, whether they opened it or closed 
it or kept it going, there are some witnesses that are not permitted 
to come, by court order — not in this case, but generally, to come 
and comment, especially Inspector Generals, about information 
that they derive from grand jury testimony. That would just be ille- 
gal. So it seems unfair to me to criticize the Justice Department 
for not allowing an IG to come in and give testimony, violating the 
law with regard to grand jury testimony. 

Well, I am interested in hearing the testimony of the witnesses 
today. Perhaps we will learn something new and significant about 
this case or in the way the State Department handles allegations 
of wrongdoing; I hope so, and I will look forward to seeing whether 
that would be the case. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 

If we have no other Members who wish to speak, Mr. Parish, 
would you come forward. Would you rise, Mr. Parish, please. 

[Witness sworn.] 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Parish, do you have an opening statement? 

Mr. Parish. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Burton. I know you are the attorney, and I would like to 
state for you, because I understand you would like to speak. House 
rule ll(k)(3) provides that witnesses at investigative hearings may 
be accompanied by their own counsel for the purpose of advising 
them concerning their constitutional rights. As Mr. Lantos, one of 
my predecessors — I guess it was on a subcommittee — told lawyers 
for Secretary Pierce in the hearings he chaired in 1989, “In es- 
sence, gentlemen, at this hearing you are in fact a potted plant.” 
I don’t consider you a potted plant, but I do think it is important 
that you understand that according to the rules you can confer 
with your client, but you can’t make any kind of a statement. So 
your client will have to speak for himself. 

Mr. Martin. Mr. Chairman, thank you, and I appreciate that. 

Mr. Burton. Well, you are not a witness, and you are not al- 
lowed to make any kind of a statement. You can confer with your 
client, but your client is going to have to answer the questions or 
invoke his constitutional rights. I just want you to understand 
what I just said. 

Now, I don’t want to press the point, but you are not a witness, 
and you are not allowed to make any comments. You can confer 
with your client, but you are not to speak to the committee, OK? 

I will now yield to our counsel, who will start the questioning. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Parish, good morning. 

Mr. Parish. Good morning. 
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Mr. Wilson. Thank you very much for being here. My name is 
Jim Wilson. I am the majority counsel for this hearing. Again, 
thank you very much for being here. 

For the record, you are here pursuant to a subpoena that was 
issued by this committee, correct? 

Mr. Parish. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. Now, you worked at the United States Embassy in 
Beijing from July 1994 until May 1996; is this correct? 

Mr. Parish. Mr. Chairman, on advice of my counsel, I must re- 
spectfully invoke my constitutional right to decline to answer. 

Mr. Wilson. When you were at the Embassy in Beijing, what 
was your title? 

Mr. Barr. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, could I ask on what basis 
is that privilege being invoked? Is it because the witness believes 
that answering the question of whether or not he worked at the 
Embassy may tend to incriminate him? I think that if the witness 
is going to claim a privilege, he needs to be specific about the basis 
on which it is invoked. 

Mr. Burton. The witness can speak for himself on that. 

Mr. Martin. I gave the chairman the statement 

Mr. Barr. Counsel, you are not a witness here. 

Mr. Burton. I think that the witness will speak for himself re- 
garding that, Mr. Barr. 

Go ahead. Proceed. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Parish, when you were in Beijing at the Em- 
bassy, how many bank accounts did you have? 

Mr. Parish. On advice of my counsel, I must respectfully invoke 
my constitutional right to decline to answer. 

Mr. Wilson. Will you at any time after this hearing provide the 
committee with any information about your bank accounts in Bei- 
jing? 

Mr. Parish. On advice of my counsel, I must respectfully invoke 
my constitutional right to decline to answer. 

Mr. Burton. Let me interrupt because I don’t want to prolong 
your appearance here, Mr. Parish. Is it your intention on advice of 
counsel to assert your fifth amendment privilege on every question 
the committee puts to you today? 

Mr. Parish. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Burton. Well, I am very disappointed. You are a former 
public servant of the U.S. Government; and to take the fifth 
amendment when your salary has been paid by the taxpayers of 
this country, and there are some allegations about alleged wrong- 
doing that only you can possibly clarify, it is just very dis- 
appointing that you will not talk to the elected Representatives of 
the U.S. citizenry. 

So I am really disappointed, but it is your position that you will 
not answer any questions and you will assert your fifth amendment 
privileges? 

Mr. Parish. Yes, it is, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. If I could again ask the witness if he could enlighten 
us as to what are you asserting this privilege? Is it because you be- 
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lieve that answering questions on your service as a former public 
official will tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. Parish. Mr. Barr, on advice of my counsel, I must respect- 
fully invoke my constitutional right to decline to answer. 

Mr. Barr. So you are refusing to tell this committee even the 
basis on which you are asserting that privilege; is that correct? 

Mr. Parish. On advice of my counsel, I must respectfully invoke 
my constitutional right to decline to answer. 

Mr. Martin. Counsel did submit that basis to the committee. 

Mr. Burton. Counsel, you need not make any comment. I think 
based upon the — Mr. Waxman, we have the time, but we will yield 
to you. 

Go ahead. That’s all right. Go ahead. 

Mr. Waxman. The witness is asserting a constitutional right to 
refuse to testify against himself That constitutional right applies 
even if he is a government employee, because he is a citizen of the 
United States. I am disappointed. I would rather have heard from 
the witness and received information so that we could look into the 
matter that is before us today; but the man does have a constitu- 
tional right to assert that privilege not to give testimony against 
himself. I guess if there is any further — Mr. Barr, as a prosecutor, 
if he wants to know further, some legal matter, we ought to let the 
lawyer speak. Otherwise, the Constitution speaks for itself, and the 
man does have a right. 

Mr. Burton. Let me reclaim my time, and just say that in my 
opening statement I mentioned that the Justice Department, I be- 
lieve — and I think I have it on very good authority — that it has 
been recommended, that the case on Mr. Parish be closed. If that 
is the case, then the IG should be able to testify. Evidently, though, 
there is more to this than Mr. Parish wants to divulge. If that is 
the case, then I cannot understand why the Justice Department 
has recommended that this case be closed. 

If the Justice Department has recommended this case be closed 
and the witness himself doesn’t wish to testify because he may in- 
criminate himself, then the Justice Department is not doing its job, 
in my opinion, because this case should be thoroughly investigated. 
As you will hear as we go through the hearing today, Mr. Waxman, 
I think you will hear from some of the witnesses some of the facts 
that we have been able to get in our investigation, that there is a 
lot more here that needs to be investigated that was not inves- 
tigated; and on three separate occasions, the State Department, the 
FBI, and others dropped the ball. That is why we are going on with 
this investigation, not because we want to just prolong this thing, 
but because an adequate job wasn’t done. 

We have information that one of the people that was inves- 
tigating this went into Mr. Parish’s office, destroyed a lot of docu- 
ments that Parish shouldn’t have had in his office in the first place 
and kept very few of the others. Now, those documents were rel- 
evant to the investigation. Why they were destroyed may have 
been an error in judgment, I don’t know, but we are going to try 
to find out. But why those documents were destroyed when they 
are relevant to the investigation is beyond me. 
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We had, in Chinese newspapers, people at very high levels indi- 
cating that there were bribes being paid at the consulate to a spe- 
cific individual for visas. That was not pursued. 

We had a letter from a Mr. Chen, which will be submitted for 
the record, where Mr. Chen said it is very clear that the gentleman 
in question, Mr. Parish, was involved in accepting bribes; and that 
was not even followed up on. 

[The letter referred to follows:] 
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Mr. Ambassador David Chen 

U.S.Embassy Chinese-American Association 

People’s Republic of China 525 Maritet St. Suit 1 008 


September 28, 1995 


Dear Mr. Ambassador 

When I was on vacation in Peking last month I have gotten a tot complains regarding the illegal 
activities in you visa office. Some of your employees sell the visa to the citizen of China, the others 
receive bribe. 

This is involved not only the Chinese translators but also the vice consul, They received the money 
and the valuable gift from the Chinese persons vrfio eagerly want to get visa to America for varies 
reasons included the economic criminal. The price of each visa is from $20,000 to $30,000 
(U.S, Dollars) that is 30 years' income of the average Chinese people. 

Kindly make the necessary investigate and action agatr^ the illegal actions, to defend the Interest 
of America as well as the Chinese people. 


Very truly yours, 

David Chen 
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Mr. Burton. Now, you know, you can criticize us for going on 
with the investigation, but if it is apparent these things have not 
been followed up on, and the integrity of the U.S. Government is 
in question, and that people who are trying to get in this country 
are getting the impression that if you pay a bribe, you can get in — 
and this sends the wrong message around the world. In addition, 
if China, which has been involved in espionage and illegal cam- 
paign contributions, could get access to the United States through 
bribery of an official of our Government, then, boy, we have got 
real problems. 

And so all I would like to say is that, and I will then yield back 
our time unless Mr. Barr would like a minute, I think that this in- 
vestigation is justified and warranted, and we intend to pursue it. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, if I might inquire of the witness if he 
has been interviewed by the State Department, by anybody at the 
State Department, or any other Federal agency concerning the alle- 
gations which were summarized earlier and you heard by the 
chairman? 

Mr. Parish. The same answer, Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Which is. 

Mr. Parish. On advice of my counsel, I must respectfully invoke 
my constitutional right to decline to answer. 

Mr. Barr. Were you present, Mr. Parish, during the opening re- 
marks of Chairman Burton, and did you hear them? 

Mr. Parish. Same answer. 

Mr. Barr. Which is? 

Mr. Parish. On advice of my counsel, I must respectfully invoke 
my constitutional right to decline to answer. 

Mr. Barr. Are you familiar with Title XVIII of the Criminal 
Code, section 201, relating to bribery of public officials and wit- 
nesses? 

Mr. Parish. Mr. Barr, on advice of my counsel, I must respect- 
fully invoke my constitutional right to decline to answer. 

Mr. Burton. Representative Barr, I understand the questions 
that you want to ask, and I am just as concerned as you are about 
this, but it doesn’t appear it is going to be fruitful to get Mr. Parish 
to answer any questions because of his constitutional right. 

Mr. Barr. Then would it be your intent, Mr. Parish, your un- 
equivocal intent to not answer any question that I pose to you? 

Mr. Parish. That is correct, Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Apparently it would be unfruitful, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Mr. Barr. 

Unless other members have something they would like to say, I 
don’t think questions would be fruitful. Unless they have some- 
thing they would like to say, I will yield back our time and yield 
to Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. There’s a vote on the House floor. The witness is 
asserting his constitutional right not to answer questions. I have 
nothing to ask. 

Mr. Burton. That being the case, Mr. Parish, you will be ex- 
cused, and we will recess until the fall of the gavel right after this 
vote. Chair stands in recess. 
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[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. Committee will come to order. I ask unanimous 
consent that a staff report regarding Mr. Parish’s improper actions 
be included in the record, and without objection, so ordered. 

[Note. — The majority report may be found at the end of the 
hearing.] 

Mr. Burton. Let me just say that we have now Under Secretary 
Bonnie Cohen, and I just told Ms. Cohen that my mother’s name 
was Bonnie. I have a soft spot for that. It means very pretty. Under 
Secretary Bonnie Cohen; Inspector General Jacquelyn Williams- 
Bridgers; Acting Assistant Secretary Peter Bergin; and Donald 
Schurman. 

And Mr. Gnehm, are you going to add to their knowledge as this 
goes on? 

Mr. Gnehm. If they so desire. 

Mr. Burton. Well, then I probably ought to have you stand and 
be sworn as well. 

Would you all stand. 

Ms. Cohen. Excuse me, could I add Mary Ryan. 

Mr. Burton. Well, not as a testifier, but as an adjunct. If she 
is going to give you information, you can have her stand as well. 
[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mr. Burton. Be seated. We will start with you. Under Secretary 
Cohen. You are recognized, if you like, to make an opening state- 
ment. 

STATEMENTS OF PETER BERGIN, ACTING ASSISTANT SEC- 
RETARY AND DIRECTOR OF DIPLOMATIC SECURITY; JAC- 
QUELYN L. WILLIAMS-BRIDGERS, INSPECTOR GENERAL; 
BONNIE R. COHEN, UNDER SECRETARY FOR MANAGEMENT, 
ACCOMPANIED BY EDWARD W. GNEHM, DIRECTOR GENERAL 
OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE; MARY A. RYAN, ASSISTANT SEC- 
RETARY FOR CONSULAR AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE; AND DON SCHURMAN, REGIONAL SECURITY OFFI- 
CER 

Ms. Cohen. Thank you very much. I think we are all pleased 

Mr. Burton. Pardon me, if we could, we would like, if it is pos- 
sible, to keep your statements to 5 minutes because we have a lot 
of ground to cover. 

Ms. Cohen. We are pleased to be here to explain our visa oper- 
ations and the procedures for investigation of consular malfea- 
sance. You did introduce everyone. I think we would like to start 
with a very brief statement from Pete Bergin, who is the Acting As- 
sistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security. Then the Inspector Gen- 
eral Jackie Williams-Bridgers, has a statement, and then I have a 
statement. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Fine. 

Mr. Bergin. 

Mr. Bergin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would ask that my 
written statement be made part of the official record, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Bergin. Thank you. 

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 
Thank you for the opportunity to appear before this committee to 
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discuss the Bureau of Diplomatic Security’s role in investigating 
Charles Parish. 

Embassy Beijing’s management first became aware of the allega- 
tions against Mr. Parish on April 11, 1996, from junior officers of 
the Embassy, who expressed concern about the lack of managerial 
controls in the consular section. The next day, the Deputy Chief of 
Mission initiated an inquiry into the concerns and uncovered addi- 
tional allegations that Mr. Parish gave special treatment to some 
of the organizations that sponsored visa applicants and to his per- 
sonal contacts and friends. These allegations stemmed from a 
birthday party given by a Chinese national who was a friend of Mr. 
Parish. 

Embassy Beijing Regional Security Officer Don Schurman 
promptly advised the Diplomatic Security Visa Fraud Branch in 
Washington that post officials had received allegations of question- 
able management practices and possible unethical activities by Mr. 
Parish in his position as Chief of the Nonimmigrant Visa Section. 
Post reported that they had no evidence that Mr. Parish might be 
accepting money or other benefits in exchange for issuing visas. 
Nevertheless, our Visa Fraud Branch opened a criminal investiga- 
tion on Charles Parish based on these reported allegations con- 
cerning his suspect managerial conduct and the potential for in- 
volvement in visa malfeasance, which is a violation of the U.S. 
Criminal Code. 

The Visa Fraud Branch, working with Mr. Schurman, initiated 
its investigation by reviewing all relevant visa documents and re- 
lated information. The RSO conducted a thorough search and re- 
trieved and forwarded copies of 27 visa applications from individ- 
uals who were sponsored by a friend of Mr. Parish. In addition, the 
RSO sent a list provided by post’s consular section containing anec- 
dotal examples of alleged activities which gave the appearance of 
impropriety, specific instances in which visas were allegedly issued 
under questionable circumstances and cases where visas were 
issued to individuals previously refused. 

The Visa Fraud Branch in Washington reviewed the materials 
and discovered sufficient anomalies to warrant further inquiry. The 
investigation focused on the United States operations of two Chi- 
nese nationals and their New York-based companies that appeared 
to benefit from the issuance of the visas Mr. Parish had approved. 
The two Chinese nationals provided information and documenta- 
tion to the Visa Fraud Branch that they claimed supported the le- 
gitimacy of their operations. The Visa Fraud Branch also obtained 
official documentation from the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service on the two companies. This documentation indicated that 
INS had approved a number of petitions for Chinese nationals who 
had been sponsored by these two companies. The Visa Fraud 
Branch’s investigation found no indication of any involvement by 
Mr. Parish in any criminal activities. In the absence of further 
leads from Beijing, and given unproductive investigative results to 
date, the status of the investigation into Mr. Parish was considered 
inactive pending any additional information. 

In January 1998, Mr. Chairman, the FBI and the Department’s 
Office of Inspector General made inquiries about Mr. Parish and 
complete access to Diplomatic Security files was provided to them. 
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In March 1998, our Visa Fraud Branch also helped facilitate the 
Inspector General’s investigation at post with the regional security 
officer. The Federal Government actively pursued leads in the 
Charles Parish case. However, the investigations did not reveal 
criminal wrongdoing, nor did the Diplomatic Security investigation 
find any basis for referral to the Bureau of Personnel for any fur- 
ther administrative action. 

Mr. Chairman, the Department does not generally discuss in 
public the details of a personnel investigation in view of the Pri- 
vacy Act. The Department is prepared to provide such details in 
this case because of the committee’s strong interest and in response 
to a specific request. 

At this time, sir, I would like to turn the testimony over to Ms. 
Bridgers. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bergin follows:] 
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Statement of Peter E. Bergin 

Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Diplomatic Security 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Committee on Government Reform 
July 29, 1999 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before this committee to discuss the Bureau of 
Diplomatic Security’s role in investigating Charles Parish. 

Embassy Beijing’s management first became aware of the allegations against Mr. Parish on 
April 11,1 996 from junior officers of the embassy who expressed concern about the lack of 
managerial controls in the consular section. The next day the Deputy Chief of Mission 
initiated an inquiry into the concerns and uncovered additional allegations that Mr. Parish 
gave special treatment to some of the organizations that sponsored visa applicants and to 
his personal contacts and fnends. Further allegations stemmed from a birthday party given 
by a Chinese national who was friend of Mr. Parish. 

Embassy Beijing Regional Security Officer (RSO) Don Schurman promptly advised the DS 
Visa Fraud Branch (DSA^F) in Washington that post officials had received allegations of 
questionable management practices and possible unethical activities by Mr. Parish in his 
position as chief of the Non-Immigrant Visa Section. Post reported that they had no 
evidence that Mr. Parish might be accepting money or other benefits in exchange for 
issuing visas. Nevertheless, DS/VF opened a criminal investigation on Charles Parish 
based on these reported allegations concerning his suspect managerial conduct and the 
potential for involvement in visa malfeasance, which is a violation of United States 
Criminal Code. 

DSWF, working with the RSO, initiated its investigation by reviewing all relevant visa 
documents and related information. The RSO conducted a thorough search and retrieved 
and forwarded copies of 27 visa applications firom individuals who were sponsored by a 
friend of Mr. Parish. In addition, the RSO also sent a list provided by post’s consular 
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section containing anecdotal examples of alleged activities which gave the appearance of 
impropriety, instances in which visas were allegedly issued under questionable 
circumstances and cases where visas were issued to individuals previously refused. 

DSA/F reviewed the materials and discovered sufficient anomalies to warrant further 
inquiry. The investigation focused on the U.S. operations of two Chinese nationals and 
their New York based companies that appeared to benefit from the issuance of the visas Mr. 
Parish had approved. 

The two Chinese nationals provided information and documentation to DSA^F that they 
claimed supported the legitimacy of their operations. DSA^F also obtained official 
documentation from the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) on the two 
companies. This documentation indicated that INS had approved a number of petitions for 
Chinese nationals who had been sponsored by the two companies. DSA^F’s investigation 
foimd no indication of any involvement by Mr. Parish in any criminal activities. 

In the absence of further leads from post, and given unproductive investigative results to 
date, the status of the investigation into Mr. Parish was considered inactive pending any 
additional information. In January 1998 the FBI and the Department’s Office of the 
Inspector General (OIG) made inquiries about Mr. Parish and complete access to OS’s files 
was provided to them. In March 1998 the DS Visa Fraud Branch also helped facilitate 
OIG’s investigation at post with the RSO. 

This concludes my statement. I would be pleased to answer any questions you may have. 
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Mr. Burton. Ms. Bridgers. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, 
for your invitation to testify before this committee on the role of my 
office in the investigation of Mr. Parish. 

For reasons that I will explain in a moment, I am unable to tes- 
tify on the specifics of our investigation. I would, however, like to 
provide both in my statement for the record and in oral summary, 
information that the committee has requested regarding my office’s 
investigations of visa fraud involving U.S. consular officers since 
1990. I have also addressed in some detail in my written statement 
the Office of Inspector General’s [OIG] general oversight of the De- 
partment’s consular antifraud efforts. 

I am unable to testify regarding OIG’s investigation of Mr. Par- 
ish because of concerns expressed by the Department of Justice 
[DOJ] that my testimony would or could disclose information in 
violation of rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. 

DOJ’s concern stems from a recent decision by the Chief Judge 
of the U.S. District Court of the District of Columbia. Originally 
issued under seal, this opinion was not unsealed until October 30, 
1998, and has not been published in any official legal reporter. My 
office was unaware of this decision and its full ramifications for my 
testimony, until yesterday morning when Department of Justice at- 
torneys, who had been given a draft of my testimony, provided 
their final comments. 

My office’s investigation of Mr. Parish was conducted jointly with 
the FBI, which served as the lead agency. The investigation was 
initiated as part of DOJ’s larger Campaign Contribution Task 
Force probe for which a grand jury was impaneled. Based on the 
recent court decision, DOJ has cautioned that any discussion of our 
investigation could implicate rule 6(e) concerns. Thus, DOJ has ad- 
vised me that even interviews conducted by my agents of witnesses 
who were not called before the grand jury could be considered sub- 
ject to the restrictions of rule 6(e) and, thus, grand jury protected. 

Under the circumstances, I feel the only responsible approach is 
for me to err on the side of caution so that there cannot be any sug- 
gestion that I have acted in a manner other than in full compliance 
with the court’s decision. Nonetheless, I am pleased to appear be- 
fore the committee to discuss my office’s oversight of consular 
fraud. 

My office’s Office of Investigations conducts passport and visa 
fraud investigations, including those targeted against employees of 
the Department. Often the investigations involve cooperative ef- 
forts with the Bureau of Diplomatic Security and other law enforce- 
ment agencies. Visa and passport fraud currently comprises over 
25 percent of our workload. Our cases include a broad range of 
malfeasance related to consular fraud. 

Mr. Chairman, in your recent letter to Secretary Albright, you 
requested information on our investigative cases of alleged visa 
fraud by U.S. consular officers. Since 1990, our office has opened 
283 consular fraud investigations. Of these, 206 were visa fraud in- 
vestigations and 77 were passport fraud investigations. Some of the 
subjects in these investigations are Foreign Service national em- 
ployees in our Embassies. However, the majority are not employees 
of the U.S. Government, but individuals in the United States or 
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overseas who act as “brokers” to extort money from individuals in 
exchange for visas. 

Approximately 10 percent of the 283 investigations have involved 
allegations against U.S. diplomats. Since 1990, we have opened 29 
cases on Foreign Service Officers alleged to have engaged in visa 
fraud. Four of these cases have resulted in a referral to the Depart- 
ment of Justice for prosecutorial consideration. DOJ declined pros- 
ecution on three, and one resulted in an indictment. However, this 
individual was acquitted by a jury trial. Of the 29 cases, 2 resulted 
in referrals to the Department’s Director General for administra- 
tive action. According to our records, both employees who were the 
subject of these two investigations received letters of reprimand for 
appearances of impropriety and/or improper visa issuances. 

The 283 cases, however, do not fully disclose the extent of our 
efforts in the passport and visa fraud area. Any one case may in- 
volve multiple subjects. For example, one case in 1998 resulted in 
the indictment of 11 subjects, all nongovernment individuals. 

Attempts to falsify, alter, or counterfeit U.S. visas or passports, 
or to obtain genuine documents by fraudulent means are a constant 
problem, both in the United States and overseas. Fraud associated 
with these official documents focuses on either the document itself, 
through counterfeiting or alteration, or on the issuance process 
through bribery or trickery. Defeating these efforts requires secure 
documents that are difficult to counterfeit and easy to detect when 
they are altered. Additionally, countering fraud requires officials 
who are well trained and informed about common methods of 
fraud. 

The Department has faced significant challenges in its visa proc- 
essing operations over time. In recent years, the Department has 
made significant progress in visa processing operations. The Office 
of Consular Fraud Prevention Programs has shifted focus from 
looking at individual fraud cases to identifying systemic fraud-re- 
lated issues across a large number of cases. 

Currently, my office is reviewing the Department’s consular anti- 
fraud programs. While we have not yet issued our final report, my 
written statement details more specific observations on our ongoing 
review. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my summary. I would be happy to 
answer questions at the appropriate time. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Williams-Bridgers follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 

Thank you for your invitation to testify before this Committee on 
the role of my office in an investigation of Mr. Charles Parish. 

For reasons that I will explain in a moment, I am unable to testify 
on the specifics of our investigation concerning Mr. Parish. I would, 
however, like to provide both in my statement for the record and in oral 
summary, information that the Committee has requested regarding my 
office’s investigations of visa fraud involving U.S. consular officials since 
1990. I have also addressed in some detail in my written statement 
OIG’s general oversight of the Department’s consular antifraud efforts. 

I am unable to testify regarding OIG’s investigation of Mr. Parish 
because of concerns expressed by the Department of Justice that my 
testimony would or could disclose information in violation of Rule 6(e) 
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. 

DOJ’s concern stems from a recent decision by the Chief Judge of 
the United States District Court in the District of Columbia. Originally 
issued under seal, this opinion was not unsealed until October 30, 1998, 
and has not been published in any official legal reporter. My office was 
unaware of this decision and its full ramifications for my testimony until 
yesterday morning when DOJ attorneys, who had been given a draft 
of my testimony, provided their final comments. 


2 



35 


My office’s investigation of Mr. Parish was conducted jointly with 
the FBI, which served as the lead agency. The investigation was 
initiated as part of DOJ’s larger Campaign Contribution Task Force 
probe for which a grand jury was impaneled. Based on the recent court 
decision, DOJ has cautioned that any discussion of our investigation 
could implicate Rule 6(e) concerns. Thus, DOJ has advised that even 
interviews conducted by my agents of witnesses who were not called 
before the grand jury could be considered subject to the restrictions of 
Rule 6(e) and thus grand jury protected. 

Under the circumstances, I feel the only responsible approach is 
for me to err on the side of caution so there cannot be any suggestion 
that I have acted in a manner other than in full compliance with the 
Court’s decision. 

Nonetheless, I am pleased to appear before the Committee to 
discuss my office’s oversight of consular fraud. 

The OIG’s Office of Investigations conducts passport and visa 
fraud investigations, including those targeted against employees of the 
Department. Often the investigations involve cooperative efforts with 
the Bureau of Diplomatic Security and other law enforcement agencies. 
Visa and passport fraud currently comprises over 25 percent of the 
cases investigated by OIG. Our cases include a broad range of 
malfeasance related to consular fraud. 
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Mr. Chairman, in your recent letter to Secretary Albright, you 
requested information on our investigative cases of alleged visa fraud by 
U.S. consular officers. Since 1990 our office has opened 283 consular 
fraud investigations. Of these, 206 were visa fraud investigations tindll 
were passport fraud Investigations. Some of the subjects in these 
investigations are Foreign Service National employees in our embassies 
abroad. However, the majority are not employees of the U.S. 
Government, but individuals in the United States or overseas who act as 
“brokers” to extort money from individuals in exchange for visas. 

Approximately 10% of the 283 investigations have involved 
allegations against U.S. diplomats. Since 1990, we have opened 79 cases 
on Foreign Service Officers alleged to have engaged in visa fraud. Four 
of these cases have resulted in a referral to the Department of Justice 
for prosecutorial consideration. The Department of Justice declined 
prosecution on three and one resulted in an indictment. However, this 
individual was acquitted by a jury trial. Two of the Wcases resulted in 
referrals to the Department’s Director General for administrative 
action. According to our records, both employees who were subject of 
these 2 investigations, received letters of reprimand for appearances of 
impropriety and/or improper visa issuances. 

The 283 cases do not fully disclose the extent of our efforts in the 
passport and visa fraud area. Any one case may involve many subjects. 
For example, one case in 1998 resulted in the indictment of Hsubjects, 
all non-government individuals. Since 1990,205 individuals have been 
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indicted following an OIG visa fraud investigation. Five were Foreign 
Service National employees and 99 were non-employee “brokers.” 

On passport fraud cases since 1990, 15 individuals have been 
criminally charged. Two of these individuals were civil service 
employees of the Department of State. 

Attempts to falsify, alter, or counterfeit U.S. visas or passports, or 
obtain genuine documents by fraudulent means are a constant problem 
both within the United States and overseas. Fraud associated with these 
official documents focuses on either the document itself through 
counterfeiting or altering it, or on the issuance process through trickery 
or bribery. Defeating these efforts requires secure documents that are 
difficult to counterfeit and easy to detect when altered. Additionally, 
countering fraud requires officials who are well trained and informed 
about common methods of fraud. People are willing to pay a 
tremendously high cost to obtain entry into the United States. 

Depending on the locale, quality, and type of a counterfeit visa, the 
people are willing to pay anywhere from $1,500 to $5,000. 

The Department has faced significant challenges in its visa 
processing operations over time. In recent years, the Department has 
made significant progress in visa processing operations. It has installed 
modernized consular systems worldwide, improved effectiveness of the 
namecheck system, and increased efforts to counter document fraud. 
The Office of Consular Fraud Prevention Programs has shifted focus 
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from looking af individual fraud cases to identifying systemic fraud- 
related issues across a large number of cases. The Department has also 
developed a model for ranking high-fraud posts and now issues a 
monthly magazine devoted to global and regional fraud trends. 

Currently, my office is reviewing the Department’s consular 
antifraud programs. While we have not yet issued a final report, my 
written statement includes more detailed observations based on our 
ongoing review. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my summary. I would be happy to 
answer questions you or members of the Committee may have about 
these or other matters regarding our consular fraud oversight efforts. 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to testily before your Committee regarding the 
Department of State’s handling of allegations of visa fraud and other irregularities at the 
U.S. Embassy in Beijing. Specifically, you have asked that I share with the Committee 
the role played by my office in an investigation of Mr. Charles Parish, who was Chief of 
the Non Immigrant Visa Section while at Embassy Beijing, and the cooperation of my 
office with your Committee in its review of the investigation of Mr. Parish. 

Mr. Chairman, for reasons that I will explain in a moment, I am unable to testily 
on the specifics of our investigation concerning Mr. Parish. 1 would, however, like to 
provide in my statement for the record, specific information which the Committee has 
requested regarding the number of cases, of alleged visa fraud involving U.S. consular 
officials investigated by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) since 1990, and the 
number of cases we have referred to the Department of Justice for prosecution during that 
time period. I would also like to provide for the record information concerning our 
general oversight of the Department of State’s (the Department) consular antifinud efforts 
as well as general information on OIG visa fraud investigations. 

Mr. Chairman, in my telephone conversation with your staff early yesterday 
afternoon 1 advised the Committee that I am unable to testify regarding OIG’s 
investigation of Mr. Parish because of concerns expressed by the Department of Justice : 
(DOJ) that my testimony would or could disclose information in violation of Rule 6(e) of 
the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. 

DOJ’s concern stems from a recent decision by the Chief Judge of the United 
States District Court in the District of Columbia, In Re Grand Jury Proceedings , Misc. 
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No. 98-228, 199 8 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 17290 (September 25, 1998). Originally issued 
under seal, this opinion was not unsealed until October 30, 1998, and has not been 
published in any official legal reporter. My office was unaware of this decision and its 
full ramifications for my testimony and our document productions until yesterday 
morning when DOJ attorneys, who had been provided a draft of my testimony, provided 
their final comments. 

My office’s investigation of Mr. Parish was conducted jointly with the FBI, which 
served as the lead agency. The investigation was conducted as part of DOFs larger 
Campaign Contribution Task Force probe for \^dlich a grand jury was impaneled. Based 
on the recent court decision, DOJ has cautioned, that any discussion of our investigation 
could implicate Rule 6(e) concerns. Thus, DOJ has advised that even interviews of 
witnesses who were not called before the grand jury and which were conducted by the 
OIG agent alone conceivably could be considered to be “a matter occurring before the 
grand jury” and thus subject to the restrictions of Rule 6(e). 

Under the circumstances, I feel the only responsible approach is for me to err on 
the side of caution so there cannot be any suggestion that I or this office have acted in a 
manner other than in full compliance with the Court’s decision. 

Nonetheless, I am pleased to appear before the Committee to explain the reasons 
for my inability to testify about our Parish investigation, as discussed above, and more 
generally on ray office’s oversight of consular fraud. 

OIG Investigations of Passport and Visa Fraud 

OIG is mandated to prevent and detect waste, fraud, and mismanagement. 

Specific allegations or other information indicating possible: violations of law oi , 
regulation are investigated by OIG special agents supported by experts from other OIG 
offices as appropriate. For the most part, OIG’s investigative caseload is reactive, i; 

The Office of Investigations, for its part, historically has conducted passport and 
visa fraud investigations, including those targeted against employees of the Department 
who are part of these schemes. Often the investigations involve cooperative efforts with 
the Department’s Bureau of Diplomatic Security (DS) and with other law enforcement 
agencies. 

Visa and passport fraud currently comprises over 25 percent of the cases being 
investigated by OIG. Our cases include a broad range of malfeasance related to consular 
fraud. For example, in 1998, OIG investigated a case involving “marriages of 
convenience” for illegal aliens currently in the United States. OIG, working with the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
identified the raairiage broker who had arranged at least 30 sham marriages between , 
aliens and U.S. citizens over a 5-year period. 
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In 1996, a joint investigation conducted by OIG and INS uncovered an operation 
run by an individual who was illegally obtaining nonimmigrant tourist visas^ selling 
fraudulent documents and U.S. passports, and smuggling aliens into the United States. 
Also in 1996, OIG conducted a joint operation with INS, on a case involving visa 
swindling, forgery, and passing fraudulent identity documents to defraud the INS. Using 
an undercover operative, INS and OIG purchased numerous doctiments and a fraudulent 
political asylum package. It is believed that the subjects fried over 1,200 false political 
asylum applications, with unreported income from the scheme in excess of $1 million. In 
a passport fraud case, OIG conducted an undercover operation in which an individual 
sold a fraudulent passport to a confrdential infomant. The individual had sold at least 20 
such passports for $3,000 each. 

Some of OIG’s investigations also include fraud allegations in the H-1 
nonimmigrant visa program. These investigations are typically brought to our attention 
by informants and through contacts with other Federal, State and local law enforcement 
agencies. The H- 1 B program permits eligible foreigners to enter the U.S. tranporarily to 
perform services in a specialty occupation that requires the theoreticaJ and practical ; 
application of a body of highly specialized knox^dedge to frilly perferm Ae occupation. It 
may require a baccalaureate degree or equival«it experience in a specific occupational 
specialty. . . 

Fraud involving the H-1 visa program often involves large-scale and complex 
operations. Joint investigations and the creation of task forces, are particularly useful and 
often necessary ^^^en dealing with H-1 visa fraud. Moreover, the magnitude of frre 
smuggling operations usually associated with these fraud cases requires sighifrcant 
investigative resources. 

In our latest semiannual report, I reported on a case involving selling fraudulent 
H- IB nonimmigrant visas to illegal aliens. A joint investigation was initiated with the 
U.S. Customs Service, INS, the U.S. Social S^urity Administration’s . Office of Inspi^or 
General and my office. The investigation developed evidence that an individual, posing 
as a financial and legal consultant in a storefront office, was manu^cturing fraudulent 
IB visas, as well as INS entry stamps and INS employment authorization stamps, and 
was inserting them into pas^orts supplied by frie subject’s customers, The pas^rts 
containing the fraudulent documents would then be used as documentation in support of 
applications for social security cvds and driver licenses. Judicial proceedings are 
pending in U.S. District Court on this matter. 

In your letter to Secretary Albright, dated July 23 , 1 999, you requested 
information on cases of alleged visa fraud involving U.S. consular officers investigated 
by my office. Since 1990 our office has opened 283 consular fraud.investigatipns. Of 
these, 206 were visa fraud investigations and 77 were pas^rt fraud investigations. 

Some of the subjects in these investigations are Foreign Service national employees in 
our embassies abroad. However, the majority are not employees of tiie U,S. Ooverament, 
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but individuals in the United States or ov^eas who act as “brokers” to extort money 
from individuals ia exchange for visas. 

Approximately 10% of the 283 investigalirms have involved ^legations against 
U.S. diplomats. Since 1 990 we have opened 29 cases on Foreign Service Officers alleged 
to have been involved in visa fraud. Four of these cases have resulted in a referral to the 
Department of Justice for prosecutive considoation. The Department of Justice declined 
prosecution on three and one resulted in an indictment However, this individual was 
acquitted by a jury trial. Two of the 29 cases resulted in referrals to the Department’s 
Director General for administrative action. 

The 283 cases do not jfully disclose the extent of our efforts in the passport and 
visa fraud area. Any one case may involve many subjects. For example, one case in 
1998 resulted in the indictment of 11 subjects, all non^govemment individuals. Since 
1990. 105 individuals have been indicted following an OIG visa fraud investigation. Five 
were Foreign Service National employees and 99 were non-employee “brokers.” 

On passport fraud cases since 1 990, 1 5 individuals have been criminally charged. 
Two of these individuals were civil service employees of the Department of State. 

Summary of OIG Consular Oversight 

Each year, millions of individuals apply for passports and visas at more than 230 
U.S. embassies and consulates throughout the world. During FY 1998, our overseas 
missions processed over 31 1,000 passport applications, 700,000 immigrant visa 
applications, and over 7 million nonimmigrani visa applications. Antifraud units at 
overseas posts conducted over 142,000 consular fraud investigations. 

Attempts to falsify, alter, or counterfeit U.S. visas or passpoi1s,:or.obtain genuine 
documents by fraudulent means are a constant problem both within the United States and 
overseas. Fraud associated with these official documents focuses on either the document 
itself through cotmterfeiting or altering it, or on the issuance process throu^ trickery or 
bribery. Defeating these efforts requires secure documents that are difficult to counterfeit 
and easy to detect when altered. Additionally, countering fraud requires competent and 
honest officials who are well trained and infonned about common methods, of fraud. 
People are willing to pay a tremendously high cost to obtain entry into the United States. 
Depending on the locale, quality, and type of a counterfeit visa, the cost can range 
anywhere from $1,500 to $5,000. 

The Department has faced significant challenges in.its visa processing operations 
over the years. Between 1987 and 1999, immigrant and nonimmigrani visa processing 
was listed as a material weakness in the Department’s annual Federal Manager’s 
Financial Integrity Act report. The Department has cited unfilled computer needs, 
insufficient consular staffmg, and inadequate interagency exchanges of intelligence on 
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inadmissible aliens as problems that create a greater likelihood of fraud by weakening 
management controls over consular operations. 

Since 1988, my office has also identified a number of weaknesses in the 
Department’s consular operations, particularly in the areas of staffing, training, and 
program management. Currently, my office is reviewing the Department’s consular 
antifraud programs. While we have not yet issued a final report, my statement includes 
observations based on our review. 

In recent years, the Department has made significant progress in enhancing visa 
and passport processing operations. It has introduced a photodigitalized passport, 
enhanced data sharing via the Interagency Border Inspection System, installed 
modernized consular systems worldwide, improved effectiveness of the namecheck 
system, increased efforts to counter document fraud, and is introducing a more secure 
border crossing card in Mexico. The Department reports that its TIPOFF program, using 
all-source, U.S. intelligence information, has been used to deny U.S. visas to over 400 
terrorists since 1997. In addition, the Office of Consular Fraud Prevention Programs has 
shifted focus from looking at individual fraud cases to identifying systemic fraud-related 
issues across a large number of cases. The Department has also developed a model for 
ranking high-fraud posts and now issues a monthly magazine devoted to-.global and 
regional fraud trends. 

In my statement today I will discuss ongoing challenges the Department faces in 
preventing consular fraud. These include staffing shortages in key areas, inexperienced 
staff, and insufficient training for consular line officers. I will also address problems in 
the management of antifiaud programs including a lack of support for overseas post 
operations, insufficient analysis of data to provide fraud trends, and inadequate 
supervision in antifraud units overseas. Finally, I will discuss oui investigative work as it 
pertains to passport and visa fraud cases. My discussion of the Department’s antifraud 
efforts is not limited to nonimmigrant visa (NIV) fraud, but rather applies more, broadly 
to all types of consular fraud. 

Consular Fraud 

The Department’s antifraud programs are designed to deter applicants, including 
terrorists, organized criminals, drug traffickers, foreign smuggling rings, and others 
wanting to illegally immigrate to the United States, from illegally obtaining visas or 
passports. In the Department, the Office of Consular Fraud Prevention Programs is 
responsible for developing policies and programs to ensure. the integrity of U.S. passports 
and visas and to prevent consular fraud; coordinating passport, visa, and consular cases 
involving document fraud; acting as a liaison witii other government agencies on 
fraudulent matters; and providing antifraud training for passport agents and consular 
officers. 
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At overseas posts, consular office ait tiK first line of defense against consular 
fraud. When consular officers become suspicious of.an applicant or the documentation 
used to support an application, they may refer the case to the antiffaud officer for 
investigation. The anti&aud unit will attempt to verify the applicant’s identity and the 
application documents by phone, mail, site visits, or a combination of these techniques . 

Consular Stafimg 

In 1 997, the Assistant Secretary of Consular Affairs testified before Congress and 
cited the importance of adequate staffing levels to effe<^ive fraud prevention. My office’s 
1 995 report on the nonimmigr^t visa process, and 1 997 report on the machine.readabie 
visa program also stressed the importance of staffing and identified problems related to 
inadequate staffing levels for consular operations. 

Overseas consular offices and antifinud units continue to face staffing shortages. 
High-fraud posts are not able to attract enough experienced consular officers, or enough 
full-time, experienced antifraud officers because these posts are^gfineraJly in undesirable 
locations and have heavy workloads. In addition, no correlation existahetiveen &e fraud 
level of a post and whether that post has a full-time aatifraud officer. In the.course of our 
work we have found that many high-fraud posts lack fiill-iime antifiaud officers, while 
many moderate- to low-fraud posts employ such officers on a full-time basis.. Of the 12 
full-time antifiaud officers in the Department, only 4 are assigned to high fraud posts. 

Antifraud units also have difficulty retaining Foreign Service national 
investigators because investigator positions are classified at a lower grade than , 
investigatorpositionsforotheragencies. High.tumover of such staff, who leave for 
better paying positions, has a negative impact on the effectiveness of antifraud units. 

The Department also needs to better match the expertise of its staff with antifraud 
program priorities and workload. The overwhelming numbers of antifraud investigations 
relate to visa applications at overseas posts, however the majority, of staff has experience 
working primarily in domestic passport operations. In addition, a 1.99.5 reorganization of 
the Office of Consular Fraud Prevention Programs changed staff responsibilities from . 
reviewing individual cases to identifying trends and providing operational support. Many 
employees did not have the skills necessary for the new responsibilities. 

At overseas posts, inexperienced consular offices often rely too heavily on 
antifraud umt staff for routine cases, limiting the time antifraud steff can devote to more 
serious antifraud efforts. At posts we visited, we found a number of routine visa fraud 
cases referred to the antifraud units that line officers should have been able to recognize 
and handle tiiemselves. These types of fraud cases were forwarded to the antifraud unit 
partly because posts lacked cle^ur guidelines for case referrals. Also, insufficient training 
and experience caused coi^ular offic«^ to question their own judgement; 
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Training 

Inadequate training for consular officers has been a problem identified in several 
past OIG reports. Our review of the Department’s consular fraud prevention programs 
focused on the antifraud training provided to junior officers and passport specialists, 
antifraud officers and passport fraud managere, and antifraud unit Foreign Service 
national investigators. While the Department has made improvements in its antifiaud 
training efforts, deficiencies still exist. 

Antifraud training for the junior officers is inadequate. The Department’s basic 
consular course, which all consular officers are required to attend prior to departing for 
post, contains a 4-hour antifraud training segment. Because fraud varies from country to 
country, this training segment is general in nature. 7116 Departaient relies on posts to 
provide country-specific antifraud training. We found that officers were receiving 
limited, or in some cases, no countiy-specific antifraud training prior to serving on the 
visa lines. Instead, officers were expected to learn on the job. As a result, we found that 
officers did not have confidence in their ability to decide whether to approve visas and 
were routinely sending applications to tiie antifraud unit, overwhelming the antifraud 
officers with routine cases that should have been dealt with on.the line. 

In response to OIG’s review, the Department has already made some , 
improvements to its antifraud officer training. The Department has initiated a 1 -week 
course for antifraud officers, which it plans to offer annually. Prior to this there was no 
specific training related to this function. While this training is a good initiative, the 
Department needs to ensure that those antifraud officers assigned to high fraud posts 
attend this training. The Department has also initiated a series of regional training ; 
conferences for Foreign Service national antifraud unit investigators. This is the first, 
formal training for many of the investigators. 

The Department needs to expand the concept of regional training to the antifraud 
officers. Although the Department frequently offers regional training conferences to. . 
deliver and reinforce training for many jobs ova^eas, with the exception of one post- 
initialed effort, no regional training has been devoted specifically for consular antifraud 
officers. Regional training would help improve and coordinate posts’ antifraud efforts by 
disseminating regional fraud trends and patterns that may otherwise go unnoticed, 
allowing officers to share best practices and unique antifraud tools or techniques, and 
improving communication among the officers. 

Fraud Program Management 

Support to Overseas Posts 

The Bureau for Consular Affairs is responsible for providing antifraud guidance 
and support to passport agencies and overseas posts. Site visits by Washington staff to 
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posts and passport agencies are one method of support by identifying and correcting 
antifraud operational deficiencies, providing training, obtaining hands-on knowledge of 
fraud trends, and establishing working relationships between the Department and the post 
or passport agency visited. However, site visits are infrequent and rarely include visits to 
those posts with the highest fraud. 

Instead of prioritizing site visits based on the fraud level, posts were. being 
selected based on requests from a post and on invitations to consular or other 
conferences. For example, of the 37 overseas site visits made by Washington staff during 
FY 1997, only 2 were to posts ranked in the top 10 high-fraud category, and only 4 were 
ranked from 1 1 to 20 for high fraud. When site visits have been conducted, the quality of 
the visits has been inconsistent, since there arc no standardized written procedures for 
reviewing the operations or reporting the results of the visits. As a result of the lack of 
visits to these locations, deficiencies in antifraud operations continue, unnoticed by th e 
Department. By neglecting to make site visits, the Department missed opportunities to 
improve its understanding of field operations and to train entire consular sections and 
passport agencies. More recently, the Department has conducted site visits to more high- 
fi^ud posts such as Manila, Kingston, and Santo Domingo. 

Antifraud officers at posts are also not provided with the basic guidance needed to 
run an antifraud operation. Officers assigned as antifraud officers are often inexperienced 
and untrained for the position and do not have the knowledge or background to do an 
adequate job. Few posts overseas maintain fully-staffed antifraud units, therefore officers 
must generally start from scratch in developing procedures. For example, at the sixth 
highest ranked fraud post, the antifraud unit consisted of a part-time junior officer in a 
rotational position and a newly hired, inexperienced Foreign Service national 
investigator. Antifraud officers at posts we have visited want to perform their jobs 
effectively but were frustrated by the lack of guidance. Lack of guidance resulted in , 
serious management deficiencies, such as inadequate .supervision of Foreign Service . 
national investigators, insufficient or nonexistent case management tracking systems, 
poorly documented investigative files, and failure to set workload priorities and control 
workflow. 

Data Analysis and Verification 

We also found that posts were not adequately monitoring their nonimmigrant visa 
operations for fraud. There are several methods by which this can be done such as: 
analyzing INS data on applicants turned away at the border; sampling prior issuances to 
determine whether the applicants returned to the host coimtry as required; or routinely, 
verifying the return of applicants who obtained visas under the posts’ referral programs. 

When applicants are turned away from U.S. borders, documentation detailing the 
action is routinely sent to the applicable post. While posts generally review this 
documentation on an individual case basis, few posts we visited ever performed an 
overall analysis of this information. One post began doing this at our suggestion and 
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subsequently reported back that its analysis had helped develop information on a 
smuggler who was able to enter the United States five times on a photosubstituted 
Machine Readable Visa. The analysis also led to the arrest of two visa vendors, provided 
leads for future investigations of certain travel agencies, and resulted in post’s restricting 
the use of the drop box for certain other suspect travel agencies. The review also 
identified operational weaknesses on the visa line and helped the antiffaud officer to 
focus the training of the line officers. In fact, this particular post ended up recommending 
such analysis to the Department as a best practice. 

Conducting samples of prior issuances to identify which applicants remained 
illegally in the United States is also a method to monitor fraud. These reviews, called 
validation studies, are reconunended by Washington as a best practice, but in actuality are 
rarely conducted by posts. Those posts that have conducted studies have been able to use 
the information to identify which categories of applicants that are higher risk and 
therefore require interviews, and which categories of applicants can have interviews 
waived. In many cases, this not only helps to identify fraud patterns and trends, but also 
helps to streamline nonimmigrant visa operations by reducing the number of applicants 
who are required to appear in person. The Department has reported that it has completed 
a statistical sampling model for validation studies, and has piloted it successfully at six 
posts. However, unless the Department has an enforcement plan, effective 
implementation of this practice by posts is doubtful. 

Consular sections often use referrals from travel agencies, businesses, universities, 
and U.S. personnel at post to facilitate visa processing. This allows low-risk applicants to 
bypass the interview process, thereby relieving consular officers of heavy workloads, 
facilitating the visa process for host country officials, and allowing officers to help 
important contacts. These programs, however useful, are extremely vulnerable to fraud 
and need to be closely monitored for noncompliance and abuse. We have found that 
posts rarely conduct spot-check verifications to determine whether the applicants 
remained in the U.S. illegally. 

Antiffaud Unit Supervision 

Supervision of Foreign Service national investigators is lax at many posts, often 
resulting in internal malfeasance. Investigators are especially vulnerable because of the 
independent nature of their day-to-day work and their frequent direct contact with those 
people who are committing fraud. American officers rarely, if ever, accompany the 
investigators on their field investigations. Other supervisory controls are often lacking. 
Officers often do not control the investigative process by establishing priorities, assigning 
cases, and reviewing investigative reports, but instead delegate this function to the 
supervisory investigator. 

These weaknesses can often be attributed to the overall lack of full-time antiffaud 
officers at posts. Antifraud responsibilities are often ancillary therefore officers have 
little time to focus on antiffaud woik. As a result, there have been several instances of 
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malfeasance, which have been identified throu^ outside sources, not through 
management controls. At one such post where my office identified serious supervisory 
deficiencies, two of the investigators WCTe subsequently fired due to evidence of visa 
fixing. 

Cooperation with Committee 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment on the cooperation of my office 
with your Committee in its review of the investigation concerning Mr. Parish, On May 
10 of this year, we received a copy of the Committee’s subpoena of Department records 
pertaining to Mr. Parish, Shortly thereafter, OIG contacted Committee Counsel to state 
that my office would cooperate in whatever way we could to facilitate your review and 
that a subpoena of OIG records would not be necessary. 

On May 1 7, members of my staff met with Committee staff to provide a narrative 
summary of our investigation. Shortly thereafter, Committee Counsel contacted OIG to 
request all documents pertaining to our investigation of Mr. Parish. During tiiis 
discussion, it was agreed that we would provide an index of OIG documents to facilitate 
the identification of those documents that would be of most inters to the Committee. 
Subsequently, members of our staffs met again to review the index and identify those 
documents the Committee wanted to examine. Eighteen items listed on the OIG index 
were identified. The following day, the Committee staff wrote to the OIG with questions 
about the OIG investigative case file and we responded to these questions on June 29 . On 
July 1, we provided the 1 8 documents in response to the Committee’s request. 

Subsequent telephone calls were exchanged concerning reference to documents 
that were not included in the OIG index which listed the documents exmtained in OIG’s 
investigative case file. During the course of the investigation, OIG and FBI agents 
reviewed numerous records received from DS and determined that these records provided 
no new information for our investigation. As previously noted, these records had been 
culled by the Regional Security Officer at post. OIG also received from DS a box of 
personal items (letter openers, pens and neckties) that Mr. Parish left in his office. Copies 
of these documents and the box of pers<mal items were delivered to the Committee. 

* « * 

This concludes my statement Mr. Chairman. Thank you fw the opportunity to 
testify before the Committee. I look forward to answering any questions you maylteve 
on our general oversight of counsular affeirs. 
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Mr. Burton. Ms. Cohen, were you going to go next? 

Ms. Cohen. Yes, thank you. I will submit my complete statement 
for the record. 

I would like first to give you a larger perspective on the State 
Department’s visa processing operations. We have about 800 con- 
sular officials worldwide. They adjudicated 7.4 million non- 
immigrant visas in 1998, including 156,000 in Beijing. In addition, 
in 1998, our consular officers worldwide processed over 725,000 im- 
migrant visas, handled over 6,000 deaths of Americans abroad, vis- 
ited Americans in foreign prisons 4,800 times and orchestrated, in 
1998, 13 evacuations of Americans from countries that had become 
dangerous. 

In cases where allegations of wrongdoing by government per- 
sonnel do emerge, investigations, as Pete Bergin has said, are con- 
ducted by the Department of Diplomatic Security Services, or DS, 
whose job it is to enforce the laws of the United States pertaining 
to U.S. visas. DS agents are trained law enforcement officers who, 
in any investigation, follow codified procedures contained in the 
U.S. Criminal Investigators Handbook. 

The Department of State’s Office of the Inspector General, as Ms. 
Williams-Bridgers has said, also has a mandated investigative role 
concerning all employee misconduct, and DS and the OIG cooperate 
to ensure that the law is enforced. 

DS also works closely with the Bureau of Consular Affairs on 
cases involving employee corruption, attempted bribery of consular 
officials, and counterfeit issuances. Cases that implicate consular 
employees most often involve illegal activities designed to facilitate 
the travel of illegal aliens to the United States. 

DS maintains a three-pronged strategy of deterrence, enforce- 
ment, and education to maintain the integrity of the U.S. visa 
issuance program worldwide. In addition, the training program for 
all consular offices includes classes in internal controls and malfea- 
sance. The value of U.S. travel documents, as you yourself have in- 
dicated, the nature of the overseas environment, and the U.S. offi- 
cial’s potential vulnerability are emphasized in training provided 
every officer by the Office of Fraud Prevention Programs in Con- 
sular Affairs. The Bureau of Consular Affairs also publishes a con- 
sular management handbook that serves as a key reference guide 
to all posts. 

Finally, the regional security officer provides a mandatory ori- 
entation on security and malfeasance to every arriving officer at 
post. If an investigation of a consular employee by diplomatic secu- 
rity reveals misconduct, but Justice declines to prosecute, the case 
is referred to the Office of Employee Relations in the Bureau of 
Personnel. That office reviews the information and drafts a pro- 
posal for discipline, which is reviewed by the Office of the Legal 
Adviser and the grievance staff for legal sufficiency. 

The proposal for discipline is sent to the employee for response 
and then forwarded to a senior Department official for decision. In 
making a decision, the deciding official takes into account the re- 
port of the investigation, the proposed discipline, all information 
submitted by the employee and the aggravating factors, i.e., prior 
discipline, seriousness of offense, or mitigating factors. 
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The process for investigating allegations of wrongdoing and refer- 
rals for disciplinary action for Foreign Service employees also has 
built-in protection for the rights of the employee. Until the inves- 
tigation is completed, no basis exists for taking adverse action 
against the employee. This protects the employee against false alle- 
gations and accusations. Except in very unusual cases, the Foreign 
Service employee does continue to serve, to be assigned and evalu- 
ated, and to compete for promotion during the investigation. How- 
ever, the Department does monitor the employee’s assignment 
carefully during any investigation to ensure that the people’s inter- 
est is preserved. 

Once investigation finds potential wrongdoing, appropriate dis- 
ciplinary actions are taken by the Bureau of Personnel. These 
range from admonition to suspension to termination, depending on 
the seriousness of the offense. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to assure you that the State Department 
and all its career and political employees take visa malfeasance 
very seriously. We have procedures in place to handle accusations 
of malfeasance of consular officials, to investigate these cases and 
to take disciplinary action if necessary. At the same time, the De- 
partment has procedures to protect employees who have been 
wrongly accused. 

We welcome this hearing. I think you can tell by the number of 
people and the expertise that I have here that we are ready to real- 
ly answer any of the questions you have, to share with you how our 
operation is implemented, to tell you the steps we’ve taken to im- 
prove it, and to hear from you your ideas and questions. Thank 
you. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Ms. Cohen. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Cohen follows:] 
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Statement OF Bonnie R. Cohen 
Under Secretary of State for Management 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Committee on Government Reform 
July 29, 1999 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before the committee today to discuss the 
Department of State’s handling of the matter involving Charles Parish, who was Chief of 
the Non-Immigrant Visa section at Embassy Beijing from July 1994 to May 1996. We 
take every case of alleged wrongdoing by Department personnel very seriously, and I’m 
happy to tell you about our procedures for investigating such cases and about the Parish 
case in particular. 

Your letter inviting me to this hearing inquired about the State Department’s operating 
procedures for handling instances of consular malfeasance. I would like Jirst to give you 
a larger perspective on the State Department’s visa processing operations. Our Bureau of 
Consular Affairs (CA) officers worldwide adjudicated 7.4 million non-immigrant visas in 
1998, including over 156,000 in Beijing. 

In total, 29 allegations of wrongdoing by State Department employees worldwide were 
lodged with the Visa Fraud Branch of the Bureau of Diplomatic Security last year. 

Twelve of these involved American Foreign Service Officers. Of these, four 
investigations determined that there was no fraud, four remain active investigations, one 
did not meet Department of Justice prosecutorial guidelines, two were referred to other 
government agencies, and only one was referred to the Director General of Personnel for 
disciplining action. So I’m here to assure you that cases of Department of State personnel 
involved in consular malfeasance are minima! and also that they are pursued, as 
appropriate. 
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In cases where allegations of wrongdoing by government personnel do emerge, 
investigations are conducted by the men and women of Diplomatic Security, whose job it 
is to enforce the laws of the United States pertaining to U.S. visas. DS agents are trained 
law enforcement officers who have a handbook of codified procedures to follow in any 
investigation. The Department of State's Office of the Inspector General (OIG) also has 
an investigative role concerning all employee misconduct and DS and the OIG cooperate 
to ensure that the law is enforced. DS also works closely with the Bureau of Consular 
Affairs on cases involving employee corruption, attempted bribery of consular officers, 
and counterfeit issuances. Cases that implicate consular employees most often involve 
illegal activities designed to facilitate the travel of illegal aliens to the United States. DS 
maintains a three-pronged strategy of deterrence, enforcement, and education to maintain 
the integrity of the U.S. visa issuance program worldwide. 

If an investigation of a consular employee by Diplomatic Security reveals misconduct, 
but Justice declines prosecution, the case is referred to the Office of Employee Relations 
in the Bureau of Personnel for action. That office reviews the information and drafts a 
proposal for discipline, which is reviewed by the Office of the Legal Adviser and the 
grievance staff for legal sufficiency. The proposal for discipline is sent to the employee 
for response and then forwarded to a senior Department official for decision. In making a 
decision, the deciding official takes into account the report of investigation, the proposed 
discipline, all information submitted by the employee, aggravating factors (e.g. , prior 
discipline, seriousness of offense) and mitigating factors (e.g. , first offense, good work 
record). 

The processes for investigating allegations of wrongdoing and referral for disciplinary 
action for Foreign Service employees also have protections built in to protect the rights of 
the employee. Only those cases in which allegations are proven and supported by 
information gathered in the DS or OIG investigation are eventually referred to PER/ER 
for possible disciplinary action. Until the investigation is completed, no basis exists for 
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taking adverse action against the employee. This protects the employee against false 
allegations and accusations. 

Except in very unusual cases, the foreign service employee continues to serve, be 
assigned, evaluated and compete for promotion during the investigation. The Department 
does monitor the employee’s assignment carefully during any investigation to ensure that 
the government’s interests are preserved if wrongdoing is found. Once the investigation 
finds potential wrongdoing, appropriate disciplinary actions are taken by the Bureau of 
Personnel. These range from admonition to suspension to termination depending on the 
seriousness of the offence. 

The federal government aggressively pursued leads in the Charles Parish case. However, 
the investigation did not reveal criminal wrongdoing. Nor did the investigation find any 
basis for referral to the Bureau of Personnel for any further administrative action. 

Mr. Chairman, the Department does not generally discuss in public the details of a 
persotmel irivestigation in view of the Privacy Act. The Department is prepared to 
provide such details in this case because of the Committee’s strong interest and in 
response to a specific request. 

On April 30, 1996 Mr, Parish returned to post from a trip to the U.S. The next day, post 
management met with him to discuss the allegations of questionable conduct that had 
been made against him. On May 21, Mr. Parish submitted a request for immediate 
curtailment with which the post concuned. 

Mr. Parish returned to Washington, where he was assigned to the Coordination Division 
of the Visa Office. The assignment officers in Personnel were familiar with the details of 
Mr. Parish’s curtailment, and did not put him in a position where his alleged managerial 
weaknesses or his alleged tendency to befriend visa applicants would impact his job 
performance- Due to his consular background, Mr. Parish was assigned to assist in (he 
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Visa Office. In his new position, Mr. Parish served as a liaison between Consular 
Officers and other U.S. Government agencies in Washington, such as the FBI, to 
determine the visa applicants’ eligibility for a U.S. visa. His position was transparent in 
that he was not in daily contact with visa applicants, his work involved paper reviews of 
cases, he was closely supervised in daily work, and he did not have major managerial 
responsibilities similar to those in the Beijing position. As a matter of record, Mr. Parish 
performed in an excellent manner while assigned to the Visa Office. He continued 
working there without incident from July 1996 to September 1997. Subsequently he was 
assigned to the Bureau of Oceans, Environment, and Science from October 1997 until his 
retirement in May 1998. 

Conclusion 


Mr. Chairman, the State Department takes visa malfeasance very seriously. We have 
clear procedures in place to handle accusations of malfeasance by consular officials, to 
investigate these cases, and to take disciplinary action if necessary. These procedures 
were followed in the Parish case. At the same time, the Department also has procedures 
to protect employees who have been wrongly accused. Because Diplomatic Security’s 
investigation of Mr. Parish did not reveal evidence of visa fraud, no referral for discipline 
was made. 

This concludes my statement. I and the other panel members would be happy to answer 
any questions you may have. 
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Mr. Burton. Mr. Schurman. 

Mr. Schurman, do you have an opening statement? 

Mr. Schurman. I do not have an opening statement. 

Mr. Burton. That being the case, we will start the extended 
questioning. I will start by asking all of you, you talk about all of 
the things that you did. Did you get his bank records, any of you? 
Did you get Mr. Parish’s bank records? 

Mr. Bergin. Diplomatic Security did not get his bank records, be- 
cause in the view of the agents who were conducting the case, in 
consultation with the Assistant U.S. Attorney, the threshold for 
prosecutorial merit of the case, there was insufficient probable 
cause. So on the basis of that, there was no follow-on to request 
a subpoena from the magistrate. 

Mr. Burton. Do you have any idea how many bank accounts he 
had? 

Mr. Bergin. I do not, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Given all of these allegations, don’t you think that 
it would have been wise to check into these things? 

Mr. Bergin. Yes, sir, but in the course of the criminal investiga- 
tion, it was determined that there was insufficient probable cause. 

Mr. Burton. Who made the determination that there was insuf- 
ficient probable cause? 

Mr. Bergin. That decision was made by the case agents involved 
in the investigation. 

Mr. Burton. For whom does the case agent work? 

Mr. Bergin. For the Chief of the Criminal Investigations Divi- 
sion. 

Mr. Burton. What division oversees that, is that the Justice De- 
partment? 

Mr. Bergin. No, sir, that is within DS. 

Mr. Burton. So this was a judgment call that there was not 
enough probable cause to check his bank records? 

Mr. Bergin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Even though there were allegations in publications 
and in letter form that he was taking bribes? 

Mr. Bergin. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Burton. What in the world do you need for probable cause? 
My goodness. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers, you can’t answer anything. Are you 
aware of any information that the task force and the FBI have 
closed their investigation? Or are you aware that the Attorney Gen- 
eral is — they are just waiting for her to finally close this case out? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Upon the concurrence of the Campaign 
Contribution Task Force lead attorneys, the FBI has closed its case 
on Mr. Parish. 

Mr. Burton. So the FBI has closed its case, and I understand 
that the task force has agreed with that; is that correct? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. That’s correct. 

Mr. Burton. So it is only awaiting the Attorney General’s final 
determination, right? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I am not sure. 

Mr. Burton. Trust me. It is very clear that the Attorney General 
is holding this case open, and it has been pending for some time, 
and now they are hiding behind 6(e) and will not let the committee 
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talk to you because of 6(e). If that does not sound like an obstruc- 
tion of information to the Congress and, I believe, an obstruction 
of justice, I don’t know what is. 

Did you get any bank records? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Respectfully, I cannot speak to the spe- 
cific investigative steps that we may have taken during the course 
of the joint investigation. 

Mr. Burton. Because of 6(e)? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. Because Janet Reno and the Justice Department 
says it is 6(e), even though the case by the task force and the FBI 
has been closed, and it is sent to the AG for the final disposition? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. It is my understanding that the Chief 
Judge’s opinion extends to disclosure of any information. 

Mr. Burton. I understand what you are saying. I wish the 
American people could hear what is going on around here. The 
Congress of the United States is being blocked by keeping cases 
open and hiding behind 6(e) because of Judge Johnson’s decision 
and their interpretation of it, so we can’t get information. I have 
121 people that have taken the fifth amendment or fled the coun- 
try, and many of them are hiding out in China. 

Janet Reno must dislike me a lot, or she is working for somebody 
that she should not be working for. This is terrible. 

Mr. Schurman, you served as a regional security officer at the 
Beijing Embassy, correct? 

Mr. Schurman. That is correct. 

Mr. Burton. As part of that job you were in charge of deter- 
mining whether any of the Embassy’s officers were breaking the 
law? You were supposed to look into that? 

Mr. Schurman. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. We know in April 1996 the Embassy commenced an 
investigation of Charles Parish. Can you tell us how your investiga- 
tion started? 

Mr. Schurman. I received a call from the Deputy Chief of Mis- 
sion to come to a meeting in his office. That basically started the 
inquiry into Mr. Parish. 

Mr. Burton. Is it not true that junior officers had been com- 
plaining about Mr. Parish, people who were under his control, and 
about him overstepping what decisions were made? 

Mr. Schurman. I am not aware — that is a fairly broad question. 
Had they complained to me about Mr. Parish; is that what the 
question is, sir? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mr. Schurman. No. 

Mr. Burton. Had they complained to anybody, to your knowl- 
edge? 

Mr. Schurman. I am not aware that they complained to anybody 
about — I mean, there were certainly — I am aware that there were 
complaints that Mr. Parish was easier than the other visa officers 
in terms of providing visas, but that was not necessarily a com- 
plaint of criminal activity. 

Mr. Burton. But if we brought junior officers in here, we would 
probably have some additional information, I am sure. 
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Did you ever hear any complaints about Mr. Parish before April 
1996? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. In terms of, he was easier to — getting a visa 
from Mr. Parish was supposed to be easier than the other officers. 

Mr. Burton. Did you hear that Mr. Parish was more likely to 
grant a visa to a young attractive woman than other candidates? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. Did you see an article in a local Beijing magazine 
about the Embassy’s nonimmigrant visa section? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. No. 

Mr. Burton. Did you see that it contained a statement that it 
was easy to get a visa from Mr. Parish? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. I didn’t see that article. I don’t read Chinese. 

Mr. Burton. Have you heard of the article? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Since then, yes. 

Mr. Burton. You were aware of the article? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Not at that time. 

Mr. Burton. Were you aware of it when you started your inves- 
tigation? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Not at the start of the investigation. 

Mr. Burton. As the investigation progressed, were you aware of 
it? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. Why didn’t you start an investigation of Mr. Parish 
earlier based upon the information that you received about his ac- 
tivities? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Being easier in terms of giving visas is not an 
illegal activity. 

Mr. Burton. After the April 1996 meeting with Mr. Hallford and 
the Embassy’s junior officers, you were ordered to investigate Mr. 
Parish; is that correct? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. After the meeting with Mr. Hallford and the con- 
sul general, I prepared a telegram which I sent to Diplomatic Secu- 
rity. Based upon that telegram. Diplomatic Security opened a case. 
At that point, the official investigation began. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Hallford was indicating that there should be an 
investigation? That is why you sent the wire? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Mr. Hallford — the primary purpose of the meet- 
ing was to discuss management, internal controls, and some of the 
ethics issues with Mr. Parish. After attending the meeting, I felt 
that I should prepare my perceptions from the meeting and send 
those to Diplomatic Security in a telegram. 

Mr. Burton. What triggered your feeling like that? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Because of the concerns about the ethical con- 
duct of Mr. Parish. 

Mr. Burton. So they were discussed in that meeting? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. After the April — now I want to talk about the de- 
struction of documents. One of the first things that you did was 
seal Mr. Parish’s office and change the locks. 

Mr. ScHURMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. Burton. Why did you seal his office? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. To ensure that if there were pieces of evidence 
in there, I would be able to get them and 
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Mr. Burton. And they would not be destroyed? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Or removed. 

Mr. Burton. Destroyed or removed; is that correct? You were 
protecting them because you didn’t think that they should be de- 
stroyed or removed? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Headquarters directed me. Headquarters was 
running the investigation, and they asked me. 

Mr. Burton. If you seal an office, you are trying to protect the 
evidence? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Possibilities of evidence, yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. So you want to make sure that no documents or 
evidence is destroyed; is that correct? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. Burton. Did you have an opportunity to review what Mr. 
Parish had in his office? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Burton. Did he have a lot of documents? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes, there were a lot of documents in the office. 

Mr. Burton. How many? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Thousands. 

Mr. Burton. Thousands, OK. In fact he had so many documents 
in the office that you sent a cable to Diplomatic Security in Wash- 
ington and asked them to send someone to help you review the ma- 
terial, right? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. What was DS’s response to your request for help? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. They asked me for specific pieces of information, 
which I provided them. 

Mr. Burton. Did they send help? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. No. 

Mr. Burton. Why not? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. I can’t answer that. 

Mr. Burton. Given that you had to do this investigation by your- 
self, were you able to review all of that material? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. I spent probably in excess of 50 hours going 
through all of the material in the office. 

Mr. Burton. You went through every document? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. At least on a cursory review, yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Did you look at them in any detail or did you just 
kind of shuffle through them? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Diplomatic Security gave me guidelines for look- 
ing through the material in the office, and that is basically what 
I did. I used those guidelines. 

Mr. Burton. Were you able to take an inventory of all of the ma- 
terials? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. No. 

Mr. Burton. It is my understanding that you destroyed most of 
the materials in Parish’s offices and saved only several stacks of 
documents out of a whole room of documents. Why did you do that? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. I did not destroy any document in the office. 
After going through all of the documents in the office, I had it 
sealed for about a month. The consulate wanted the office back be- 
cause it is a very cramped office area; they really needed the space. 
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I had basically felt that I had been through everything in the of- 
fice and found anything that was — could have been obvious evi- 
dence; and therefore, I turned it back over to the consulate. They 
cleaned out the office themselves. I did not destroy any documents. 

Mr. Burton. What do they do with the documents, do you know? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Any of the documents that were official, I under- 
stand they were going to file them. Anything else that they saw as 
unnecessary, they disposed of it in whatever way they wanted to. 

Mr. Burton. It is my understanding, when you talked to our 
staff, you told them you had not looked at all of the documents — 
when you talked to our staff prior to this hearing. 

Mr. SCHURMAN. There were many files. Some of the files were 
basically brochures on companies. I reviewed the brochures and to 
the extent that I believed they were promotional information on 
Chinese companies. I didn’t go through those documents in detail. 

Mr. Burton. Of course, Mr. Schurman, you know that you are 
under oath? 

Mr. Schurman. I understand. 

Mr. Burton. You told our staff you did not look at all of the doc- 
uments. Did you look at all of the documents? 

Mr. Schurman. I looked at all of the documents, but not every 
detail of each document. 

Mr. Burton. So you did a cursory look? 

Mr. Schurman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Now, when the documents were turned over to the 
Embassy, did you say anything to them that the documents should 
be kept secure because this was still an open investigation? 

Mr. Schurman. No, sir. 

Mr. Burton. So what happened to the documents? 

Mr. Schurman. They went into the normal files at the consulate. 

Mr. Burton. Are they still there? 

Mr. Schurman. It was the policy of the consulate to destroy visa 
application records after 1 year. 

Mr. Burton. Do you know if they were destroyed? 

Mr. Schurman. I don’t know. 

Mr. Burton. So they may still be there? 

Mr. Schurman. I have no information on that. 

Mr. Burton. Do you think that maybe those should have been 
secured because the investigation was ongoing and there might 
have been something in there that was relevant to the investiga- 
tion? I mean, you are making this judgment call all by yourself, 
and there were publications that said he was taking bribes and 
there were letters that said he was taking bribes. 

Didn’t you tell anybody that these documents ought to be kept 
in a storeroom someplace for further review? 

Mr. Schurman. I did not. 

Mr. Burton. Why? 

Mr. Schurman. I felt I had looked through the information. 

Mr. Burton. You just said you did a cursory look. If you just did 
that, why in the world would you not say I have not had time to 
go into these in detail, they ought to be stored because this inves- 
tigation is not closed? Why? 

Mr. Bergin. As I mentioned in my statement, the focus of the 
investigation was on these two Chinese nationals, one, Ms. Zou 
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Mr. Burton. Wait a minute. You are saying that the focus of the 
investigation was on these two Chinese nationals, but the inves- 
tigation was into Mr. Parish, and these documents were in Mr. 
Parish’s office and they contained a lot of information regarding 
visas; and there was some question about whether or not he was 
taking bribes. Why would you allow these documents to be disposed 
of? 

Mr. Bergin. The instruction from Washington to Mr. Schurman 
was to go through this information and locate that information 
which Mr. Parish had in his office which was relevant to the rela- 
tionships that he had with these two Chinese nationals. 

Mr. Burton. Why was it limited to just those two? 

Mr. Bergin. Sir, in my view, with 20/20 hindsight, this was not 
a model investigation. 

Mr. Burton. You have got a guy who is accused of wrongdoing. 
There is an investigation going on. There have been allegations 
about this in Chinese publications. It is pretty well known. There 
is a letter from Mr. Chen that says it is going on. It is no secret 
he had people who were subordinates who said there was some- 
thing funny going on, and an investigation has started and you 
limit it to two people. I don’t understand that. 

Mr. Bergin. We were reacting to the allegations stemming from 
the meeting that Mr. Schurman attended with Mr. Parish and the 
DCM regarding the 

Mr. Burton. Two people. I understand it was regarding two peo- 
ple, but if he had hundreds and thousands of files in his office, 
wouldn’t it be logical that there might be more? And if there were 
more, you should keep those files so they could be reviewed thor- 
oughly before you closed that investigation? 

Mr. Bergin. Mr. Chairman, we did some things right and we 
could have done a lot better on other things. 

Mr. Burton. Who ordered from Washington that this be limited 
to those two individuals? 

Mr. Bergin. This was a judgment made by special agents within 
the Visa Fraud Branch. 

Mr. Burton. Who were the special agents who made this judg- 
ment? 

Mr. Bergin. Their names, sir? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. Who were they? 

Mr. Bergin. I would have to check, and I will get back with you. 

Mr. Burton. We would like that for the record. 

Mr. Bergin. The Visa Fraud Branch of Diplomatic Security today 
has 14 agents assigned to it. They have global responsibilities. In 
the case of Mr. Parish, in 1996, because of resources, there was one 
agent, one special agent assigned to all East Asia and Pacific. 

Mr. Burton. I don’t want to get into that. I understand that they 
had a very heavy workload and it was very difficult. 

Mr. Bergin. If I can just put it in some context. 

Mr. Burton. You can, but make it limited. 

Mr. Bergin. This agent was responsible for a case in Seoul 
where he was TDY for 6 weeks. After that, he was assigned to the 
Olympics, and he was involved in that. 

So what I am suggesting, sir, he was involved in a number of ac- 
tivities. Therefore, in terms of prioritizing of the case, it was de- 
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cided to narrow the focus to Mr. Parish’s relationships with these 
two Chinese nationals. 

Mr. Burton. Well, in those stacks of documents which were in 
Mr. Parish’s office, there was a credenza that was full of files re- 
garding Chinese companies and also an extensive set of visa appli- 
cations in his office. Those were prohahly destroyed as well. 

Now if there was some evidence that he had been involved with 
two companies, and there were brochures and visa applications 
from other companies, why would you limit the investigation to 
those two and just shut the case down and send the boxes back to 
the Embassy? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. In addition to removing the material specifically 
requested by DS, I went through and pulled out everything that 
might have some interest, and I retrieved those and put those in 
a box in my office. 

At that point I felt I had gone through everything in sufficient 
detail. And as I say, I put a number of hours in there myself. My 
normal duties were basically taking up my full day, and I was 
spending nights and weekends doing this. 

Mr. Burton. Was it normal for an employee who worked in Bei- 
jing to have a bank account in Hong Kong? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Hong Kong was the medical evacuation point. It 
was the nearest sort of First World city to Beijing. So I know that 
a lot of members from the Embassy went down there on a regular 
basis. I don’t know 

Mr. Burton. When you went through the records, you found a 
bank account of Mr. Parish’s in Hong Kong. You did not pursue 
that at all? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. I looked at the paper itself. It looked like it was 
an insignificant amount of money, and therefore, I decided it was 
not anything that was out of the ordinary for somebody to have an 
account down there. 

Mr. Burton. I know it was an insignificant amount of money, 
but how did you know that he might not have had $1 million in 
there the week before? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. I didn’t know that. 

Mr. Burton. But you put it in the box and it was destroyed, and 
so we don’t have that bank account number. Here is a man who 
is accused of taking bribes, and all of the evidence that might be 
there is gone. 

In retrospect, do you think that the statement of Mr. Parish’s 
Hong Kong bank account might have been useful to see what kind 
of balances there might have been in there from time to time? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Possibly. 

Mr. Burton. There is another category of documents that have 
been destroyed, and the absence of these documents has harmed 
the committee’s investigation. These are the Embassy’s copies of 
visa applications processed by Mr. Parish. 

The committee, along with the Inspector General’s Office, asked 
the State Department to provide a list of all the visas approved by 
Mr. Parish. It turns out we cannot be provided with this list be- 
cause all of the visa applications were destroyed pursuant to an 
Embassy policy of destroying old files after a year. 

That was the policy, to destroy the old files after 1 year? 
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Mr. SCHURMAN. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Burton. So if there was bribery that took place, and the per- 
son got away with it for a year, the evidence would have been de- 
stroyed in due course. It would have just been destroyed as a mat- 
ter of regular actions of the Embassy, correct? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes. I am not involved with the consulate’s nor- 
mal policy and their normal 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Schurman, at the time the investigation was 
going on, didn’t it occur to you to save the visa applications that 
he had processed? You are investigating a man for possible bribery, 
and you have visa applications and there are applications on record 
during that year that have been processed. Did it not occur to you 
to maybe save those visa applications just in case there might have 
been a bribe paid on one of those during that current year? 

Mr. Schurman. I saved all of the material that DS asked me to 
save, and then I saved a bunch of additional material. 

The consulate that year processed something in the neighborhood 
of 125,000 visa applications. So I would assume that Mr. Parish 
had a reasonable percentage of those. 

Mr. Burton. I know, but don’t they keep track of who approved 
visas for record purposes? They have some record that Mr. Parish 
or somebody approved it, don’t they? 

Mr. Schurman. The OF-156 form, which is the application form, 
has a block on it for the individual, the officer who either approves 
or disapproves it. 

Mr. Burton. Did you not think maybe it would be advisable to 
pick out all of them for that current year, that had not yet been 
destroyed, with Mr. Parish’s name on it — especially if a subordi- 
nate had maybe disapproved it, and he approved it later for some 
reason — and keep those with records so they could be reviewed 
when the case was open? 

Mr. Schurman. Diplomatic Security was basically running the 
case. If they had asked me to do that, I would have. I probably 
would have asked for the help to do it. That would have been a 
very significant undertaking. 

Mr. Burton. To find the ones with his name on? 

Mr. Schurman. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. Don’t they have a computer that lists which ones 
were approved by each agent? 

Mr. Schurman. There were 125,000 processed that year. I would 
assume that Parish had 30,000 of those, if not more. 

Mr. Burton. So why would it have been so difficult to have those 
spit out and put into a box? 

Ms. Cohen. Many of the committee members, especially Mr. 
Horn, are familiar with the computer capabilities in the past of the 
State Department; and there would have been no capability to spit 
out this kind of information. We have Mary Ryan here, who can ad- 
dress this in detail, but basically the State Department, with bipar- 
tisan support, has been investing in computer systems for the last 
2 to 3 years. 

Mr. Burton. Let me ask you this. If you have a corrupt employee 
who is handling the visas and taking money, what you are telling 
me if they get away with it for a year, they have gotten away with 
it. And these visas are worth $10- to $20,000 on the street. So if 
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a person is pretty slick and they can get away with it for a year 
and the documents are destroyed, and they are sitting with a bank 
account in Hong Kong that nobody is checking on, is that what you 
are telling me, no check and balance? 

Ms. Cohen. I am not saying that. All cases of visa malfeasance 
are taken very seriously. There has been increased training both 
for consular officers and for DS officers in the last couple of years. 
In addition, people have access to a line to the Inspector General 
to report these things themselves and we followup directly. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Schurman, did you interview the junior officers 
in the nonimmigrant visa section as part of your investigation? 

Mr. Schurman. I did not formally interview anyone. 

Mr. Burton. Nobody? 

Mr. Schurman. Not formally. 

Mr. Burton. Did you talk to anybody? 

Mr. Schurman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. What did they say? 

Mr. Schurman. They basically had the same — told me the same 
things that they had told Scott Hallford. 

Mr. Burton. That was? 

Mr. Schurman. There were concerns that he was overriding 
some of the visas. 

Mr. Burton. Give me a few examples. Did they say it was be- 
cause of a woman? Because she was pretty? Was it because of 
money? 

Mr. Schurman. As I remember it, as you said, there were com- 
plaints that he would more likely give a visa to a young pretty 
woman than someone else. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Did anybody ever say anything about money, 
that there with a suspicion that he took money for visas? 

Mr. Schurman. No. 

Mr. Burton. Nobody ever said that? 

Mr. Schurman. The visa officers, I do not recall them making 
that statement. 

Mr. Burton. When you were doing the investigation, did any- 
body say that there was a suspicion that he took money for visas? 

Mr. Schurman. The consul general and the other gentleman who 
was acting consul general, Dan Piccuta, both stated that they did 
not believe that he was taking money for visas. 

Mr. Burton. Were you aware that he took his secretary and an- 
other Chinese woman to Las Vegas and California, were you aware 
that a maid went into his room and said she saw $10,000 lying on 
the bed, and that he was there at the expense of a company? 

Do you know who paid for that room? Is it legal for a company 
to pay for those rooms? Isn’t there a limitation on how much a For- 
eign Service Officer can take from a company? 

Mr. Schurman. The first part is — I was not aware of any of the 
information in Las Vegas. I was aware that he went with his sec- 
retary and another woman. That was reported in my first telegram 
back to the Department. I was not aware — nothing was 
reported 

Mr. Burton. Did you find out who paid for their accommoda- 
tions? 
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Mr. ScHURMAN. I asked Mr. Parish in the first meeting, and he 
said that he paid for his trip hack there himself. 

Mr. Burton. Did anybody check to see if it was being paid for 
by one of the people who had been the beneficiaries of his visas? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. I don’t know if anybody checked or asked. 

Mr. Burton. Did you ask him about whether he had violated the 
Embassy’s nonfraternization policy with Chinese? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Burton. And what did he say? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. He did not answer that question. 

Mr. Burton. You didn’t pursue it? He just said that he wouldn’t 
answer it? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. I am not — he did not answer the question. 

Mr. Burton. When you interviewed him, did you talk to him 
about the gifts that he had received and the value of those gifts 
that were in his office? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. Were they all under $20? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. No. 

Mr. Burton. Were they expensive? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Some were. 

Mr. Burton. How much? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. The one I recall, there was a pair of cuff links 
from one of the local department stores, and it was in excess of 
$200. 

Mr. Burton. After the interview, you and Mr. Hallford sent a 
cable back to Washington stating that you thought Mr. Parish was 
not accepting money for services. How did you come to that conclu- 
sion? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Would you repeat that, please. 

Mr. Burton. How did you come to the conclusion that Mr. Parish 
wasn’t getting money? You wired back to Washington stating that 
you and Mr. Hallford thought that he was not accepting bribes for 
visas. 

Mr. ScHURMAN. I don’t recall stating that I thought that. 

Mr. Burton. Was there a cable sent back? Who sent the cable? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. I originated all of the telegrams regarding the 
case from Beijing. 

Mr. Burton. But you never searched his apartment or bank 
records? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. That’s correct. 

Mr. Burton. I see that my time has expired. 

Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As I listened to the chairman’s questioning, it sounds like an au- 
topsy of the investigation that took place, and perhaps we can 
learn, for the future, how to handle these kinds of investigations 
better. 

Is it your position, each of you, that you tried to do your best, 
given the resources you had available, given the fact that you had 
to make some prioritization of all other things that you needed to 
do, but now that we look at it perhaps it wasn’t a perfect investiga- 
tion? Is that what we are hearing from all of you? 
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Mr. Bergin. Yes, sir. I would say both the agents in Washington 
and Mr. Schurman acted completely in good faith. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me ask you this. Were any punches pulled? 
Was there any kind of sinister interference by anyone to try to pro- 
tect Mr. Parish, to try to hinder the investigation? 

Mr. Bergin. From my reading of the record of the case, abso- 
lutely none. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me ask all of the other witnesses. Do any of 
you have any evidence or can you think of any kind of reason that 
more wasn’t done in pursuing this investigation because of any- 
thing other than lack of resources? 

Mr. Schurman. No one attempted to interfere with my investiga- 
tion. My impression was that many of the officers would have liked 
me to have found evidence, and if they had some, they would have 
presented it. 

You are correct, there was no interference at all with the inves- 
tigation. 

Mr. Waxman. In hindsight we can talk — ^yes. 

Ms. Cohen. I wasn’t there at the time, but I have had the oppor- 
tunity to look at this, and to remind everyone, this has now been 
investigated three times: first by Mr. Schurman in DS, then by the 
IG, and now by the FBI. To the best of my knowledge, no one has 
found any criminal activity, and I think the chairman alluded to 
that. 

Obviously, we agree in hindsight that more could have been 
done, and perhaps more done more carefully. But we are in the 
process of addressing that. 

We do have new leadership in DS, Peter Bergin. In addition, we 
have for the first time a security professional as the Assistant Sec- 
retary for Diplomatic Security. 

Mr. Waxman. I think the best thing that we can do now is learn 
for the future. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Mr. Waxman, as the Under Secretary 
just mentioned, the Office of Inspector General conducted its inves- 
tigation quite separate from that of the Bureau of Diplomatic Secu- 
rity and subsequent to the investigation by Diplomatic Security. 
And we pursued all viable leads and determined, in consultation 
with the Justice Department and the FBI, that there was no evi- 
dence to substantiate the allegations that we were pursuing. 

Mr. Waxman. I know that. Did you find any evidence of anybody 
interfering with the investigation so that all of the evidence 
wouldn’t come forward and that Mr. Parish was going to be pro- 
tected? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I can say that no one interfered with 
the course of our investigation. 

Mr. Waxman. That is just not on the radar screen of anyone who 
reviewed this investigation; is that correct? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I have not had any experience with in- 
terference with any investigation that we have conducted. 

Mr. Waxman. You would think that the Diplomatic Security 
Service had nothing to do, but to devote all of its resources to in- 
vestigating Charles Parish. 

Mr. Schurman and Mr. Bergin, let me see what overseas diplo- 
matic service personnel, and particularly a regional security officer. 
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might be responsible for doing. You manage all of the programs to 
protect State Department’s facilities; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Bergin. Correct. 

Mr. Waxman. That means managing the security force and as- 
sessing threats by terrorists or others against the Embassy, con- 
sulate, and other buildings? 

Mr. Bergin. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. You are also responsible for protecting all of the 
State Department personnel from criminal or terrorist threats 
while they are abroad? 

Mr. Bergin. That is correct. 

Mr. Waxman. And you are responsible for safeguarding all of the 
classified and sensitive information used by our diplomats every 
day in their work? 

Mr. Bergin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. And you are also responsible for conducting inves- 
tigations into all allegations of visa and passport fraud; is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Bergin. That is correct. 

Mr. Waxman. And you serve as the principal adviser to the Am- 
bassador on security matters; is that correct? 

Mr. Bergin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. That is obviously a lot of ground to cover and you 
have to make a lot of hard decisions as to allocating your time and 
resources; isn’t that a fair statement? 

Mr. Bergin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. I am impressed to hear that for the whole world 
we have 14 investigators who look at, what, diplomatic visa fraud? 

Mr. Bergin. We have 14 agents in our Visa Fraud Branch, and 
their responsibility is global for every Embassy; and there are 200- 
plus Embassies and consulates around the world where visas and 
passports are issued, not to include the 

Mr. Waxman. Is there only one for East Asia? 

Mr. Bergin. Back in 1996, yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Waxman. So it seems to me if you didn’t have the resources, 
it is unfair to criticize you for not making this the highest priority. 
After all, we don’t have any basis for letting you appoint a special 
prosecutor on Mr. Parish the way that we have special prosecutors 
sift through people’s personal life for every possible wrongdoing, 
from the President of the United States to members of the Cabinet; 
and I hardly think an accusation against a person means that per- 
son ought to be investigated for every possible crime that he may 
have possibly committed. 

Mr. Bergin. Back in 1996, we had approximately 640 special 
agents who were responsible on a worldwide basis for all of those 
missions that we perform on behalf of the American public. 

Today we are approaching 980, thanks to the Congress, thanks 
to Secretary Albright. In the aftermath of the East African bomb- 
ings, we have been given 200 special agents, and their first mission 
is the protection of life. Protection of the integrity of our passports 
and visas is a corollary responsibility. 

Mr. Waxman. I am pleased to hear that. 
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Now let’s go back to this case, and now we are looking at how 
this case should have been a higher priority than everything else, 
and so there were more resources devoted to it. 

In this case, you received information that a midlevel officer may 
have mismanaged his office and may have breached the State De- 
partment’s Code of Ethical Conduct. 

Mr. Schurman, you conducted an investigation into Mr. Parish’s 
activities. Did you have unlimited time and resources to do that 
job? 

Mr. Schurman. No, I didn’t. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you think you and your superiors made reason- 
able decisions about the amount of investigative resources to put 
into this investigation? 

Mr. Schurman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. It wasn’t just Mr. Schurman that was involved in 
this inquiry. It was Ambassador Sasser and his Deputy Chief of 
Mission, both of whom personally looked into the matter. 

Ms. Cohen, would you say that our Embassy in China is one of 
our more important posts in the world? 

Ms. Cohen. It is critically important. 

Mr. Waxman. In addition to worrying about personnel matters, 
do the Ambassador and his DCM have to worry about a host of 
other issues, some of which impact our foreign policy interests? 

Ms. Cohen. Absolutely. 

Mr. Waxman. In addition to Mr. Parish, they were spending time 
thinking about most favored nation status, which was coming up 
for a vote, and thinking about the imminent transfer of Hong Kong 
to China’s control. They were probably thinking about sanction de- 
cisions relating to China’s sale of nuclear technology to Pakistan. 
And they might have been thinking about human rights issues, 
nonproliferation, global environmental issues, tensions between 
China and Taiwan, tensions between North and South Korea, and 
a whole host of issues which are very important to the United 
States; isn’t that correct? 

Ms. Cohen. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. In light of everything going on in the United 
States Embassy in Beijing, do you think that the State Department 
acted too slowly or was derelict in its responsibility in investigating 
Mr. Parish and resolving the accusations made against him? 

Ms. Cohen. I think the State Department acted very promptly. 
Whether now, in hindsight, we need to tighten procedures or tight- 
en training, which we have done, to make these kinds of investiga- 
tions more thorough, we are looking at that. 

Mr. Waxman. These hearings that we are having today, or this 
hearing today, arose out of Johnny Chung’s testimony before the 
committee in May. Mr. Chung made allegations that some people 
told him information relating to Chinese attempts to influence our 
elections. He also said that he had some dealings with Mr. Parish. 
After hearing these allegations, our committee began to investigate 
Mr. Parish to see if he was connected with the Chinese plot to in- 
fluence our elections. 

Let me ask, are any of you aware of any evidence that the Chi- 
nese Government tried to influence our elections through Charles 
Parish? 
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Mr. SCHURMAN. I am not. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I am not. 

Mr. Bergin. I am not. 

Ms. Cohen. I am not. 

Mr. Waxman. The investigation did not even concern violations 
of our campaign fundraising laws at all, did it, that you conducted? 
In other words, did your investigations involve campaign finance 
laws? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. No, mine did not. 

Mr. Waxman. Did any of yours? 

Mr. Bergin. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. The investigations hy the Bureau of Diplomatic Se- 
curity at the State Department and hy the Office of Inspector Gen- 
eral seem to have involved routine investigative decisions by career 
employees such as, who do you interview and when do you stop in- 
vestigating; was everyone involved in the investigation at the State 
Department a career employee rather than a political appointee? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. To my knowledge. 

Mr. Bergin. To my knowledge, yes, sir. 

Ms. Cohen. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Are any of you aware of any attempt by any polit- 
ical appointee to stop or otherwise affect the investigation of Mr. 
Parish? 

Mr. SCHURMAN. I am not. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I am not. 

Mr. Bergin. I am not aware. 

Ms. Cohen. I am not aware. 

Mr. Waxman. It seems to me what we have at this hearing is one 
particular case which may not be much of anything. It does not 
have to do with a Chinese plot to influence our elections. In fact, 
it does not appear to have anything to do with political fundraising. 
It seems to be about a routine investigation performed by the State 
Department and by its Inspector General, and whether you did 
enough in investigating what is a serious violation. If there were, 
in fact, bribes being taken by Mr. Parish, or anybody that works 
at Embassies, I would want it investigated, and it seems to me that 
you did what you thought was appropriate. 

Now I have a few questions for Ms. Williams-Bridgers about the 
Inspector General’s investigation. Do I understand that the Office 
of Inspector General opened an investigation into Mr. Parish’s pos- 
sible misconduct on January 22, 1998? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. That’s correct. 

Mr. Waxman. And your agents conducted a number of interviews 
in the course of the investigation? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I cannot speak about specific investiga- 
tive steps that we took during our Parish investigation, but it is 
normal practice for us to conduct numerous interviews. 

Mr. Waxman. Did your office investigate jointly with the FBI and 
the INS? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. We were engaged jointly with the FBI. 

Mr. Waxman. And your investigators joined with the FBI to 
interview Johnny Chung; is that correct? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I cannot speak about any specific inter- 
views that we conducted, sir. 
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Mr. Waxman. Is it the case your office closed the investigation 
on February 23 , 1999, and concluded that “No evidence had been 
developed which substantiates criminal conduct by Parish in this 
matter. Since all logical leads have been completed with a negative 
result, no further investigative activity appears warranted,”? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Now the chairman has said that the Justice De- 
partment has not officially closed its investigation, and he is accus- 
ing the Justice Department about the motives of the Justice De- 
partment in not concluding their investigation. He says that he 
thinks that they don’t want this committee to be able to do its job. 
Have you heard of any evidence that points to that conclusion? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. The FBI has officially closed their in- 
vestigation of Mr. Parish with the concurrence of the Campaign 
Contribution Task Force lead attorneys on this case. 

I am sorry, was 

Mr. Waxman. The FBI has closed its investigation and the Jus- 
tice Department still won’t allow you to testify? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Because of their interpretation of the 
Chief Judge’s opinion, which would consider any and all informa- 
tion collected during the course of the investigation as being 6(e) 
protected, meaning I should not disclose any of that information. 

Mr. Waxman. If the Justice Department officially closed its in- 
vestigation, does it have discretion in any way to allow you, even 
if the investigation were completed, to talk about 6(e) materials? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. It is my understanding that the 6(e) 
protection extends indefinitely beyond the closure of the case. 

Mr. Waxman. What is the reason for that? What is the rationale? 
I know that there is a court case that said that, but what is the 
rationale for a judge not allowing Congress to have grand jury in- 
formation? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I am not in a position to answer that, 
but if the Chair indulges me, I would call upon OIG Counsel, Rick 
Reback, or we can provide that information for the record. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Waxman has asked me a question that I am 
not able to respond to accurately. But if I can call 

Mr. Burton. For the record, you are welcome to respond. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me see if I can get the information another 
way. 

The Justice Department advised you not to discuss the Parish 
matter because discussion could improperly disclose evidence taken 
from the Federal grand jury. My understanding is that these con- 
cerns aren’t just the imaginings of the Justice Department, but are 
founded on rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure 
and a ruling by Judge Norma Hollo way -Johnson of the U.S. Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Columbia. 

We have heard Chairman Burton accuse the Attorney General of 
keeping a criminal case open on Mr. Parish just so the Inspector 
General would be barred from discussing grand jury material pro- 
tected by rule 6(e). Rule 6(e) imposes a broad blanket of secrecy 
which under these circumstances can only be lifted by a court order 
and only then upon a strong showing of particularized need and 
the court’s careful balancing of whether the interests served by dis- 
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closure will outweigh the interests in secrecy. The protection given 
by rule 6(e) does not end when a criminal investigation closes. 

And so what we have here is a matter that is irrelevant for pur- 
poses of whether the Justice Department’s investigation of Mr. Par- 
ish is open or closed; isn’t that correct? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. The guidance provided by the Justice 
Department attorneys reflected on their interpretation of the Chief 
Judge’s opinion and not on the existence of the investigation. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, we are committed to an oversight jurisdiction 
over the State Department, Justice Department, over the whole 
Government, and we want to be sure that our Government is doing 
everything that it should be doing, and if need be, we change the 
laws; if resources are needed, we provide additional resources. 

It seems so strange that we are now taking on a congressional 
investigation of allegations against one man — serious — but that 
have been investigated three times and led to no criminal prosecu- 
tion. And we bring him before a committee of Congress where he 
asserts his constitutional right, which he has an opportunity as an 
American citizen to do, and then you are brought before us and 
criticized in retrospect on what it appears that you have done prop- 
erly, maybe not as completely and not as perfectly as it could have 
been done, but you had other things to do. 

And so I guess the only thing that I can see of value in this hear- 
ing is to see if you have any recommendations on how future inves- 
tigations should be conducted, given that we don’t want to tolerate 
any corruption or wrongdoing. 

Do any of you want to respond now, or perhaps we can leave the 
record open and have some further submissions to us? That seems 
to me to be the value of this hearing when all is said and done. 

Ms. Cohen. I think that we all agree that is the value of the 
hearing, and we welcome the hearing on that basis. We have been 
evaluating our procedures. DS has been working with the Inspector 
General, and we welcome the opportunity to submit for the record 
the steps that we have taken and are taking and also would be 
glad to hear any additional suggestions you all have. 

Thank you very much. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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INSERT 

TESTIMONY OF BONNIE R. COHEN 
UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR MANAGEMENT 
BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
JULY 29, 1999 


The Department of State has initiated a number of changes to our procedure for handling 
cases of alleged consular malfeasance. 

• To ensure that the Bureau of Personnel (PER) and the Bureau of Consular 
Affairs (CA) are informed of ongoing employee investigations of consular 
malfeasance, we have established a working group from CA, the Bureau of 
Diplomatic Security (DS), and the Office of the Director General. The group,, 
which meets at the level of Deputy Assistant Secretary, convenes on the fourth 
Monday of every month to review pending cases. 

• DS has implemented new internal procedures to ensure that information 
developed in a criminal investigation is reviewed promptly by our personnel 
security staff for suspension and possible revocation of the suspected 
employee's security clearance. DS will also coordinate with PER to consider 
reassigning the suspected employee to non-sensitive duties pending resolution 


of criminal and administrative investigations, if appropriate. 
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DS will strive to complete as expeditiously as possible all criminal 
malfeasance investigations widiin one year, recognizing that intervening 
factors such as federal criminal proceedings can cause delays. 
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Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I would be glad to submit our com- 
ments for the record. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know whether you need more resources to 
do the job and can you tell us how much more money you will 
need? 

Ms. Cohen. I have said this in other forums. 

This agency is strapped for resources on an operational basis. I 
am not talking about foreign policy investment, but the costs of op- 
erating around the world. We are certainly a great superpower, yet 
on an operational basis, our Department of State is underfunded. 

Any of you who take a trip — and I know that some of you have, 
in the Dominican Republic or Haiti or China and have seen people 
waiting for visa services, know what I’m talking about. China is a 
good example; people were storming the Embassy in China and we 
only have a 10-foot setback. We are on record looking for more re- 
sources, particularly for security operations. We are very appre- 
ciative of the bipartisan support that we got for the emergency se- 
curity supplemental this summer, but that is only a start in re- 
building the infrastructure of this department. 

Mr. Waxman. I think if Congress is going to call you in to re- 
spond to the job that you have done, and then does not take seri- 
ously the requests for additional resources so you can do the job, 
I think that is somewhat hypocritical. 

And none of us wants to see any kind of corruption go on in our 
Embassies. We know that you have a lot of responsibilities, some- 
times including taking care of Congressmen when we travel offi- 
cially to meet with people. I think that is an appropriate function 
for Members of Congress in doing our job, but certainly it doesn’t 
seem fair to ask you to do everything and then not give you the 
resources to do what is important to be done. 

One last question: Do any of you think that we ought to look into 
the idea of having an unlimited special prosecutor investigate any- 
body who is accused of any offense, such as those offenses that 
were alleged against Mr. Parish? Do you think that makes sense? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers, you are a prosecutor. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. No, I am not an attorney. 

Mr. Waxman. Are any of you prosecutors? I guess you are not the 
right ones to ask. 

Ms. Cohen. This is not in response to that question, but I think 
in this context it is helpful to know that allegations of visa fraud 
come up all the time. I think if you think about it, perhaps even 
where you are, people will say — will advertise or say that they can 
get visas because they know somebody. People overseas say they 
can get visas because they know somebody. It is a way for them 
to take advantage of something which is in very short supply. 

We do investigate all accusations that come to our attention. We 
refer some to the IG. In addition, she gets words of allegations 
through her own channels. So we take them very seriously. But 
people like to portray themselves as connected to the visa system. 

Mr. Waxman. I would imagine that when you have somebody 
who can make the decision whether you get a visa or not, that is 
an important decision. And if somebody who has that kind of dis- 
cretion is corrupt, they can get bribes. That is why we need a whole 
way to make sure that we are checking on people. 
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Mr. Bergin. Can I add something, Congressman? This particular 
hearing focuses on a Foreign Service Officer who allegedly made 
some bad decisions. 

I had the very good fortune before taking this job of being the 
RSO in India, and had the privilege of working with a Foreign 
Service Officer, a consular officer by the name of James Waller, 
who worked closely with us on a visa fraud case in which a travel 
broker, using a foreign national employee of that consulate in Bom- 
bay as an intermediary, tried to bribe Mr. Waller to issue 31 visas 
for $130,000. It took a nanosecond for him to report this bribe to 
the RSO in New Delhi. We acted swiftly and meaningfully and 
were able to encourage this travel broker to travel back to Gal- 
veston, TX, where she was interviewed and apprehended and ar- 
rested. 

In India, we filtered through hundreds of allegations of visa 
fraud. These are very complex, complicated, time-consuming inves- 
tigations. In many cases, we cannot get to the threshold that a 
crime was committed. Yes, there was an appearance of impropri- 
eties. And we have a relationship with the Director General of the 
Foreign Service to ensure that these improprieties are dealt with 
from a personnel perspective. 

Mr. Waxman. I would hope that you can do everything possible 
to stop these improprieties from happening because it is a serious 
matter; but I have to tell you, from the perspective of a Member 
of Congress, in my time, I have had people come forward with im- 
migrants in my District and act as if they can represent them to 
get me to do something that I would ordinarily do for anybody that 
lives in my district, and we try to make it clear that no one is to 
get compensation for the work that we do in our office. 

We had a situation once where the caseworker received a gift 
from an immigrant family because they were so grateful and they 
thought that is what they were supposed to do. You have to be vigi- 
lant. Sometimes it is the culture where people think that they are 
supposed to pay as a way of showing appreciation or to get what 
they want, but this should not be tolerated by our Embassies or 
consulates or by our congressional offices or by the INS. The rules 
should be followed and apply to everybody. 

The counsel for Mr. Parish wanted to make a statement and you 
properly ruled that he wouldn’t be permitted to speak, but I want 
to submit for the record his statement. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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statement of Counsel to Charles M. Parish 

Mr. Chairman, my name is Ralph Martin. I represent Charles Parish in 
connection with this proceeding. Mr. Parish only last Thursday received the 
Committee's invitation to appear today. This is hardly sufficient notice. The 
Committee has indicated that it has heard or read outlandish allegations 
about Mr. Parish - allegations to which Mr. Parish would under the proper 
circumstances like very much to respond. As the Committee knows, Mr. 
Parish in the past has fully cooperated with investigations conducted by both 
the State Department and the FBI. Nevertheless, given this Committee's 
recent public airing of unsubstantiated allegations regarding Mr. Parish, my 
client now must invoke the protection of the Constitution. 

Under these circumstances, I have advised my client that he has a 
Fifth Amendment right to decline to answer any questions before this 
Committee and that he should invoke that right at this time. He will do so. 

it is improper to make a show or spectacle of a witness who will invoke 
his Constitutional rights. Opinions of many courts and both the D.C. Bar and 
the American Bar Association state that it is unethical to require a witness 
to invoke his privilege publicly after being informed that he will do so. 
Therefore, I request that Mr. Parish be excused at this time. 
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Mr. Waxman. Let me just ask any of you, is there anything else 
that you want to add to the subject matter that is before this com- 
mittee today on this hearing that you haven’t had a chance to talk 
about? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. No. 

Ms. Cohen. Well, at the risk of overstaying my opportunity to 
talk, again, having been there only 2 years, the people who apply 
to the Foreign Service, who get selected, who dedicate themselves 
to this career are extraordinary. Everyone is required to do 2 years 
overseas in consular duty, and they are extraordinarily dedicated 
to serving both America and to serving the communities in which 
they find themselves. 

I think an example of that is the consular official — again in 
China, which seems to figure large these days — who in the midst 
of the attacks on the American Embassy left the Embassy where 
she was, managed to get out with the records of Americans who 
were applying for adoptions of Chinese children and were waiting 
in hotels in China with these children, and processed them even as 
the attacks on the Embassy continued. 

So while there are allegations, and they all have to be inves- 
tigated, we have a very dedicated group of people joining the For- 
eign Service. 

Mr. Waxman. I think we all appreciate that and the chairman 
made that comment, as well, in his opening statement. He knows 
that most of our Foreign Service personnel all around the world do 
a great deal of service to our country and we do appreciate it. 

We need to hear from you your recommendations on how we can 
help them do their job better. And if there is a problem, help you 
do the job of dealing with those problems and investigating prop- 
erly and prosecuting, if necessary, anybody who has acted cor- 
ruptly. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I have been interested in the discussion so far. Let me try to get 
a few things straight in my own mind. 

Mr. Schurman, in the investigation of the office of Mr. Parish, 
were the records all written in English or were there also Chinese 
notations? Because we do have native personnel in every Embassy 
in the world and not everybody can know the language. What did 
you find on those records? Were the records in English or were the 
records in Chinese, yes or no? 

Mr. Schurman. The official records, the official application, has 
both English and Chinese on it. 

Mr. Horn. What you were looking for, what kind of records did 
they have, were they all in English or Chinese or a mixture there- 
of? 

Mr. Schurman. Since I didn’t speak Chinese, I would have to say 
I was looking for anything in English. 

Mr. Horn. Did anybody translate what was on the documents, 
whether they are just notations or not, of Chinese? You can’t read 
Chinese characters? 

Mr. Schurman. That is correct. No one came in. 
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Mr. Horn. So you couldn’t look at the cards that were being kept 
or the visa applications and — they were not all in English; is that 
correct? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. Horn. Why didn’t you get somehody that could read Chinese 
to help you with that? 

Well, it is just obvious. You are looking like a blind man at the 
cards and you don’t know what is there, and I don’t see how you 
can even do an investigation. 

Mr. Bergin. Sir, if I may add, the official forms, the 156s, they 
are in English. Those are the official applications for a visa. 

Mr. Horn. And you feel that by going through those in just the 
English part, you are going to find out whether Mr. Parish has 
done what he has been accused of or not? 

Well, Mr. Chairman — either you do or you don’t. You are telling 
me all you did was look at was the English part of the record? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. I looked at both the official records and other 
documents in that office. I would say there were numerous docu- 
ments. 

Mr. Horn. What was the date that you looked into that office, 
do you remember the date? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Not specifically, but it was between — toward the 
end of May 1996, to the end of June 1996. 

Mr. Horn. Do you have available there exhibit CP-29, and if we 
can put that on the screen. That is a memorandum from the polit- 
ical officer at the Embassy in Beijing to the Deputy Chief of Mis- 
sion, the person who is acting in lieu of the Ambassador often when 
the Ambassador is away on travel. Do you know at the time who 
was the DCM for our Embassy there? It is redacted out on my 
copy. 

Let me just read the text of this. “At a May 30 dinner in 
Qingdao, hosted by the local foreign affairs office,” that was our 
people, 

the political officer was told by Chinese officials, as well as local Chinese business- 
man, that “everyone knew” that it was “very easy” to get a nonimmigrant visa from 
the U.S. Embassy in Beijing. The Chinese said if you anticipated that you might 
have difficulty in obtaining a visa — for instance, you were appl3dng for a visa allow- 
ing you to work in the United States, but you did not speak English — you simply 
took “the black official” in the Embassy to dinner, gave him a gift and you were 
guaranteed a visa. 

The next paragraph. 

Responding to a question, a Qingdao Foreign Affairs Office representative said he 
had first learned of this “procedure” over a year ago when he was living in Los An- 
geles. He stated that at that time he had met “many” obviously unqualified Chinese 
people who, “he was surprised to learn,” had been issued PRC passports. He com- 
mented that he was even more amazed, however, that the U.S. Government had 
issued these people visas. According to the official, it should have been obvious that 
these people were not qualified for certain types of visas which would normally go 
to trained business people or scholars. He reportedly questioned a number of these 
people as to how they were able to obtain U.S. visas and was told about “the black 
official,” at the consular section in the U.S. Embassy in Beijing. 

Now, did you see that memo at all? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. I don’t recall this memo. 

Mr. Horn. Did anybody here at the top end in Washington? 

Did you ever see that, Mr. Bergin? 

Mr. Bergin. This is the first time I have seen this, sir. 
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Mr. Horn. What I am waiting for, and I finally got a little bit 
of it, enough for a little finger, where is the outrage by the people 
in charge of the Department of State? I am outraged and I don’t 
need some Justice Department attorney or somebody else telling 
me. If I had been there, that person would have been out of there 
so fast that they wouldn’t have known what hit them. 

Now, if you have allegations of $10,000 on beds in Las Vegas and 
all of that nonsense, it seems to me that you move fast and you 
get them out, whether they are stealing $10 or $10,000. 

Mr. Bergin. Yes. Congressman, this memo is dated June 5. I be- 
lieve that Charles Parish departed post May 30 or 31, about a week 
in advance. 

Mr. Horn. Well, here then the Embassy finally finds out that 
they are the laughingstock of China by other Chinese who openly 
tell our own Embassy personnel in Qingdao what is going on. 

Then it seems to me, Mr. Schurman, you have got to make awful 
sure those records are kept somewhere, and it looks like nobody 
did. And I realize it is face and all that bureaucratic nonsense, but 
if you have got somebody that is demeaning the United States and 
demeaning their office after they take an oath and are a Foreign 
Service Officer — I assume Mr. Parish was a Foreign Service Offi- 
cer? 

Mr. Schurman. That’s correct. 

Mr. Horn. OK. What rank was he as a Foreign Service Officer? 
Does anybody know? 

Mr. Gnehm. He’s a 2. 

Mr. Horn. He’s a 2, OK. And he was sort of in that consular 
phase all new Foreign Service Officers are assigned to or what — 
or was that his permanent station? 

Mr. Schurman. He was Chief of the Visa Section. 

Mr. Gnehm. Sir, he was a consular officer within the terms of 
the personnel system. 

Mr. Horn. Well, you know, I look at you all, and I don’t see any 
outrage by it, and it just upsets me, I want to tell you. I just won- 
der how much bureaucratic nonsense we can take like this, and 
State doesn’t seem to be worried about it. 

Sure, you don’t have enough people. Fine. You have enough peo- 
ple to get a few people, and that is all you need to do in order to 
tune up the organization. There ought to have been — the 5 you had 
somewhere, or the 14, they ought to have descended on that Em- 
bassy to help. 

I don’t understand — I don’t think you were around then, Ms. 
Cohen, but it just seems to me good management is dealing with 
these things, and that is why we have an Inspector General who 
can’t talk now because of the judicial ruling, and that is why we 
have the General Accounting Office and a number of things to try 
to safeguard what people are sworn to do and uphold the laws of 
this land. 

So, anyhow, I guess I would ask — none of you saw this memo, 
so I guess no outrage was from you, but you did know a number 
of things and allegations that were going on besides this memo. 
Are there any memos you are aware of about this time? 

Mr. Gnehm. Mr. Congressman, I would like to express my out- 
rage. 
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Mr. Horn. Yes. 

Mr. Gnehm. I would like you to hear it from me, and I would 
like to have the chairman 

Mr. Horn. Yes. 

Mr. Gnehm. I work every day of my life. I have been 31 years 
in the Foreign Service. I happen, thanks to the Secretary and the 
President and the Senate, to be Director General of the Foreign 
Service. I consider it my job, amongst many other things, to see 
that these kinds of things are dealt with. 

In this particular case, what I would say to you is, it isn’t al- 
ways — and this is I think the point you all were trying to make 
earlier — it doesn’t have to be criminal to still be bad. In fact, our 
ethics regulations are quite clear about that, that perceptions are 
critically important in the kind of work we do as public servants. 
Unfortunately, I think, as the Under Secretary said, we don’t have 
sufficient people. The numbers the Inspector General gave you 

Mr. Horn. I understand that, and I think you ought to get at 
that point in the record what resources you have asked for, where 
has it been chopped, either at the Secretary, at 0MB, the Presi- 
dent, Congress, wherever, let us get it in the record. 

Mr. Gnehm. I wanted to respond particularly to the point that 
there is a mechanism that a Chief of Mission has to remove an offi- 
cer that is not performing or is creating a problem, particularly 
even a perceptual, public problem, and he exercised that in this 
case. 

Mr. Horn. Yes. This Deputy Chief of Mission at least knew 
about it around June 5th, might have known a bit earlier. 

Well, let me move on here because time is limited. 

Diplomatic Security began its investigation of Mr. Parish about 
the same time, as I noted, as this memo, and then Mr. Schurman 
informed the committee that when he was starting his investiga- 
tion he requested help from Diplomatic Security to conduct his in- 
vestigation. He was told that DS refused to send anyone to Beijing. 
Why did DS refuse to assist him in the investigation? 

Mr. Bergin. That’s a very fair question. I think sir, there were 
judgments made that the information that Diplomatic Security in 
Washington needed could be obtained by the RSO there with the 
assistance of the assistant RSO. Given that, they would make a de- 
termination to provide Don Schurman additional support if needed 
beyond that. They believed at the time that the RSO and his assist- 
ant could carry out these functions, and that they would later be 
able to re-evaluate the need for augmentation for Don. 

Mr. Horn. Well, let me ask you, is it accurate to say that your 
investigation focused on a company called Kwan Hau International 
and several related companies in New York and whether they were 
legitimate sponsors of visa applications? 

Mr. Bergin. That is my understanding, yes, sir. 

Mr. Horn. OK. Did Diplomatic Security investigate the allega- 
tions relating to whether Mr. Parish had received gratuities from, 
do we pronounce it COFCO or BNU? 

Mr. Bergin. COFCO. I’m not aware of those companies, sir, no. 
The only two companies that I’m aware of. Congressman, are 
Bright City International and Guang Hua. 
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Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. We will give you 
more time, but let me just followup on that. 

It is my understanding that there were 3 or 4 weeks in a row 
that Mr. Parish was in the United States in Las Vegas, Los Ange- 
les, I think Texas and some other places, and his expenses were 
paid by COFCO. From what I have heard today, nobody has men- 
tioned that. We are talking about thousands and thousands of dol- 
lars of expenses paid. He had two women with him, one his 
girlfriend and one his secretary. We don’t know who paid their ex- 
penses. He said he paid his own travel expenses. 

I don’t know that anybody has checked that out. Has anyone 
checked that out, to see if he paid? Did he have receipts for that? 
Did you check to find out if he paid his own way or did COFCO 
pay that? Because flying from the Orient to all these places, stay- 
ing at posh places, and allegedly $10,000 on the bed is a pretty 
good chunk of money. It seems to me that should have been an in- 
tegral part of the investigation. 

Let me now yield to Mr. Hutchinson. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I also want to iden- 
tify with the remarks of Mr. Horn, who expressed his outrage, and 
I am delighted that raised a response anyway. 

I understand there are limited resources, but the problem with 
limited resources is that you are unable to investigate everything. 
In this case, you zeroed in on someone who had very serious allega- 
tions, and generally you are able to focus resources at that par- 
ticular point. 

So I have been a Federal prosecutor. I know how to deal with 
limited resources. I know that there are only certain cases you can 
investigate. But when you zero in, you finish the job, and you do 
it right, particularly whenever there are such serious allegations. 
So I know some of you weren’t even around then, but this is very, 
very disturbing whenever you see so many people who are seeking 
visas and the fairness of that process, particularly whenever you 
are dealing with our American citizens that are administrating 
that process. 

Now, Ms. Bridgers, you indicated in your testimony that you sub- 
mitted to the Department of Justice an advance copy of your testi- 
mony in which they objected to the testimony because, under their 
impression of Judge Johnson’s decision, it violated rule 6(e). Is that 
something you always do, is submit your testimony before a com- 
mittee of the Department of Justice? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. No, it’s not routine, but in this case, be- 
cause it was a joint investigation, we thought it prudent to share 
our testimony with our partners. 

Mr. Hutchinson. So it was not required? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. It’s not required, but actually, under 
the IG community standards of conducting our work, it is prudent 
that we share our testimony with all parties that might be affected 
by public disclosure. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Well, whenever they objected, did you consider 
going to Judge Johnson or asking the Department of Justice to go 
to Judge Johnson to get a release from 6(e)? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. In fact, we do intend to pursue further 
clarification of the interpretation by the Department of Justice, but 
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time certainly did not permit it for this hearing, given that my con- 
versation with Justice attorneys was at 12 noon yesterday. 

Mr. Hutchinson. So it is your intention to pursue a release from 
6(e) so that you can provide your testimony to us? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. It’s my intention to pursue clarification 
of the interpretation of the Chief Judge’s opinion. 

Mr. Hutchinson. How are you going to do that? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I will he working with my counsel and 
the Department of Justice and the Chief Judge to pursue an appro- 
priate course of action. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Well, let me just say that I think that is an 
extraordinarily broad interpretation of rule 6(e). That is not appro- 
priate, that is not the intent of rule 6(e), and I think that whenever 
you are looking at testimony that would be totally appropriate be- 
fore this body, I think it should be re-examined. 

I think that you can re-examine the opinion. I think you can tes- 
tify without any problem of violating rule 6(e). But, second, if you 
did reach that conclusion, you need to go back to Judge Johnson 
and get a release from it because that is an extraordinary imple- 
mentation of rule 6(e) that hampers our legitimate work that we 
are doing. 

Now, I want to understand, your agency, OIG, you have adminis- 
tration subpoena power, do you not? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Yes, we do, sir, via an IG subpoena. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And so you don’t have to go to a Federal grand 
jury in order to issue a subpoena. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. That is correct, but in this instance, 
since the Department of Justice was the lead, we were following 
their instruction and guidance, and it was being conducted under 
the Campaign Contribution Task Force. We adhered to their guid- 
ance in this case. And, in fact, sir, I might add that none of the 
information that our agents collected was pursuant to grand jury 
subpoenas. None of the interviews that my agents conducted alone 
were conducted under grand jury subpoena. 

Mr. Hutchinson. You have a responsibility here, and you know, 
if you are going to share your work and decisionmaking with an- 
other agency you are, in essence, giving over to the Department of 
Justice all control that you have. And whenever you are dealing 
with a State Department employee that needs to be investigated — 
you know, this is troublesome to me. And, you know, I respect in 
many areas the Department of Justice, the work that they are 
doing, but I think they are fiat wrong on some things, and in this 
case it doesn’t look good. 

Now, you have got independent subpoena power, and all the sub- 
poenas you issued were not issued pursuant to a grand jury sub- 
poena. It looks to me like you should have severed that investiga- 
tion so it wouldn’t hamper you and you can go ahead and pursue 
it. 

Now, when did you become aware of the allegations of Johnny 
Chung? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. The allegations that we first became 
aware of concerned Mr. Parish, and those allegations were brought 
to our attention by the inspectors in the Office of Inspector General 
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that were conducting a routine management inspection in the fall 
of 1997. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Fall of 1997 you became aware of Johnny 
Chung’s allegation in reference to Mr. Parish? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. No, sir. We became aware of the allega- 
tions concerning Mr. Parish. The allegations concerning Mr. Chung 
were part of the larger investigation that I am not in a position to 
speak about. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Well, is there any reason you cannot at this 
particular point in time conduct an independent IG investigation of 
the allegations that have been made against Mr. Parish? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. We have conducted such an investiga- 
tion. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And you have determined there is not any evi- 
dence of criminal wrongdoing? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. We closed our case because we found 
there was no evidence of wrongdoing as alleged. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And that includes the allegations of Mr. 
Chung? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. We did not investigate allegations 
against Mr. Chung. 

Mr. Hutchinson. I am not saying against Mr. Chung, the allega- 
tions that Mr. Chung made in reference to Mr. Parish. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I cannot speak about the specific alle- 
gations that we investigated. I cannot provide you the details on 
the specific allegations that we investigated because that is what 
could be protected by rule 6(e). 

Mr. Hutchinson. Let me make it clear that I don’t want to pre- 
judge any case, and I am not here to say that Mr. Parish com- 
mitted any criminal acts. I wouldn’t want to do that. I think every- 
body is entitled to a fair investigation. 

But I did sit here and hear the testimony of Mr. Chung; and, as 
a former Federal prosecutor, I believe there is credible evidence of 
wrongdoing that has to be investigated. And, you know, for you to 
shut down an investigation and say there is not any sufficient evi- 
dence of wrongdoing that needs to be pursued, particularly even in 
an administrative standpoint, is amazing to me. 

Now, if you eliminate the criminal wrongdoing, though, and just 
look at it from an administrative standpoint — ^because the IG has 
that responsibility as well, do you not? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And so you made the determination there is 
not any criminal wrongdoing. Have you made a determination 
there is not any basis for administrative action? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. There was no basis for us to pursue an 
administrative investigation against Mr. Parish because he retired 
within 4 months of the start of our investigation. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Which again makes no sense to me. This is 
something of public interest, it is a matter of integrity, it is a mat- 
ter of all the other employees that work for the Department of 
State, and I think that, whether he is retired or not, you have a 
responsibility to get to the bottom of them and make a determina- 
tion. 
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Ms. Williams-Bridgers. There is no avenue for us to provide a 
referral to the Department for them to take administrative action 
once a person terminates their employment from the Department 
of State. The only reason that we could pursue any allegations of 
wrongdoing against Mr. Parish is if they were criminal in nature. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Well, that is an easy way out then. 

OK. My time has expired. 

Mr. Burton. If you want more time for questioning, we will get 
hack to you in just a minute. 

You didn’t investigate — you can’t tell whether you investigated 
any of the allegations made hy Mr. Chung. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Burton. And you can’t tell us whether or not you inves- 
tigated COFCO paying for all of his expenses when he came back 
to the United States with those two ladies? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. That’s correct. 

Mr. Burton. You can’t even tell us if you looked into that? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I cannot. 

Mr. Burton. God, I hope everybody in the country is watching 
this. You have got the Congress of the United States trying to find 
out if somebody was giving visas to people who may have been in- 
volved in illegal campaign contributions or worse, and you can’t tell 
the Congress of the United States anything about it, not because 
of grand jury material — because this wasn’t done by a grand jury, 
was it? None of this — these were all your subpoenas and your in- 
vestigation? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. We did not issue any subpoenas in this 
instance, but, under Justice’s interpretation, the information that 
we collected 

Mr. Burton. I know, but the point is that there really was no 
grand jury involved. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. There were grand jury subpoenas — ex- 
cuse me. There was a grand jury impaneled under the campaign 
task force; and, therefore, that reaches into all information col- 
lected in the course of this joint investigation. 

Mr. Burton. But the investigation that you conducted had noth- 
ing to do with that grand jury. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. The interviews conducted by our agents 
in our investigation were not subject to grand jury subpoena, that’s 
correct. 

Mr. Burton. And so when you contacted the grand jury or when 
you contacted the Justice Department, you expanded, actually, 
those that were involved in your investigation because you really 
didn’t have to contact the Justice Department, did you? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. You did? Why did you have to contact the Justice 
Department? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. We are obliged by law to make early 
consultation and coordination with the Department of Justice 
whenever we are investigating allegations of criminal wrongdoing, 
and we do that routinely on every case. 

Mr. Burton. And so, once you did that, then Justice said, well, 
this falls under the broad interpretation of 6(e)? 
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Ms. Williams-Bridgers. No. Once we did — once we did that, it 
fell within the Campaign Contribution Task Force, and then later, 
during the course of the investigation by FBI, a grand jury was 
impaneled. 

Mr. Burton. If the case were closed by Justice, the part of your 
investigation that had nothing to do with the grand jury, we could 
have? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I wish that were the case, but the FBI 
case is closed. Our case is closed and — and was closed as of Feb- 
ruary 1999, and the Justice Department told me yesterday that 
they still considered information that we collected as being poten- 
tially subject to 6(e). 

Mr. Burton. I think that we need to write a letter to Judge 
Johnson asking for a clarification of her interpretation of 6(e), be- 
cause the Justice Department has made this so broad that they can 
obstruct anything Congress does. There is absolutely nothing we 
can do if Janet Reno says it is covered by grand jury or by 6(e). 
I mean, we have got to get an interpretation out of the judge some 
way to make sure that we have access. We have had 121 people 
take the fifth amendment or flee the country. Congress is impotent, 
we are impotent right now to do our job, and we represent the peo- 
ple of the United States. This has never been done in the history 
of the country that I know of. 

Let me ask you a question. This is to Ms. Cohen. When Mr. Par- 
ish was sent back to Washington, as your staff has stated, he was 
under criminal investigation, correct? 

Ms. Cohen. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. Yet he was immediately put into a very sensitive 
position involving visas for Iran and Iraq. Why? 

Ms. Cohen. I really would like to have the opportunity to clarify 
that, because I think specific knowledge of what he was doing 
would help you understand the procedure that is followed when 
someone is brought back. So I would like Mary Ryan to answer 
that question since he was in her section. 

Ms. Ryan. In the first place, I should say that the Bureau of 
Consular Affairs was not aware that he was under investigation for 
criminal activities. He had a full security clearance when he came 
to us. 

Mr. Burton. Excuse me for interrupting. A man is coming back 
from a post in China, he is under criminal investigation, and you 
didn’t know about it, and therefore, he was put in this position? 

Ms. Ryan. He had a — he had a full security clearance. 

Mr. Burton. Why were you not informed that he was under 
criminal investigation? 

Ms. Ryan. I believe it was to protect his rights. 

Mr. Burton. And so because you were protecting his rights or 
his rights were being protected, he was put into another position 
regarding visas for Iran and Iraq in the office in Washington? 

Ms. Ryan. He was put into the visa office. We had a congres- 
sional mandate to — we had to request — all of our posts overseas 
had to request advisory opinions of the visa office on every Iranian 
male over the age of 18. 

Mr. Burton. And he was making these advisory opinion deci- 
sions? 
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Ms. Ryan. He was canvassing the community who had an inter- 
est in these cases and answering the post. He had no direct in- 
volvement with the visa applicant. He had no — he had no way of 
doing — he had no discretion. 

Mr. Burton. Let me just followup on that. If he was canvassing 
people, what was he doing when he was canvassing people? 

Ms. Ryan. He was asking the FBI, he was asking other agencies 
if they had any derogatory information on the man whose name 
was in the cable. The community would come back and say yes or 
no, and then he would answer the post and say we have derogatory 
information or we do not have derogatory information. 

All the incoming cables went to all the agencies, and all of the 
responses went to all of the agencies, so it was totally transparent. 
Mr. Parish had no control whatsoever. He had no way of doing any- 
thing wrong, of giving an opinion that was not the opinion of the 
community. 

Mr. Burton. It just seems incredible to me that a man that is 
under criminal investigation is put in a position where he is perus- 
ing and checking with other agencies about criminal wrongdoing or 
possible criminal wrongdoing of people who are applying for visas 
and then giving a recommendation on that. It just boggles my 
mind. 

Ms. Ryan. He wasn’t giving a recommendation, Mr. Chairman. 
He was giving — he was giving the answer from the communities, 
the various agencies who had an interest in these cases, but he was 
not giving a recommendation. 

Mr. Burton. He was compiling the information. 

Ms. Ryan. He was compiling the information from the agencies 
and telling the post what those agencies said. 

Mr. Burton. Whether or not these people may have been in- 
volved in some nefarious activity? 

Ms. Ryan. That’s right. Based on information that he got from 
those agencies. 

Mr. Burton. And he was under criminal investigation, and you 
didn’t know about it? 

Ms. Ryan. I did not know he was under criminal investigation. 

Mr. Burton. I am going to yield to my counsel now. I don’t think 
there is going to be any objection. 

Mr. Wilson. I apologize, I did not catch your name at the begin- 
ning. 

Ms. Ryan. Ryan. 

Mr. Wilson. Ms. Ryan, if I could just followup on that, you men- 
tioned that there was no way that Mr. Parish could do anything 
wrong in the post that he was assigned once he came back to 
Washington. Did he have a security clearance? 

Ms. Ryan. He had a full security clearance. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Is it not possible that he could have done some- 
thing wrong by misusing government information? 

Ms. Ryan. That’s total speculation. I would not be able to specu- 
late on that. 

Mr. Wilson. My concern following up on that is you mentioned 
there was no way he could do anything wrong. 
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Ms. Ryan. There was no way he could do anything wrong in re- 
sponding to those inquiries that came from the field on Iranian 
visa cases. 

Mr. Wilson. But he had come hack under a cloud of other ethical 
matters involving taking gratuities or bribes for visas. Would it not 
be possible that there could be some possibility of doing something 
wrong? 

Ms. Ryan. It’s too hypothetical for me, sir. I can’t answer you. 

Mr. Wilson. I’d like to followup on one thing. 

If we could take a document, CP-1, please, and put that up on 
the screen, and if everybody could take a look at that in their docu- 
ments. It’s a document from a fundraiser held here in the United 
States. It’s the very first document in the package. And if you look 
down in the second column of names, the bottom three names are 
Mr. Charles Parish, Ms. Fan Zhang, and Ms. Diana Douglas. And 
my question here is, we have been told that Mr. Parish attended 
a fundraiser that cost $1,000 per person. He took his girlfriend and 
his sister to the fundraiser, and Diana Douglas is the sister. Mr. 
Johnny Chung apparently paid the $1,000 admission fee for this 
fundraiser. 

The question simply is this, are you all, and I will go down the 
line here, are you all aware of this document? 

Mr. Schurman. 

Mr. Schurman. No, I am not. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Bergin. 

Mr. Bergin. This is the first time I have seen it, sir. 

Mr. Wilson. Ms. Cohen. 

Ms. Cohen. No. 

Mr. Wilson. Ms. Ryan. 

Ms. Ryan. No. First time I have seen it, too. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Now, Ms. Williams-Bridgers, I would like to 
ask you the question. You mentioned that you had closed your in- 
vestigation because you had found that nobody did anything wrong 
or that you were unable to find anything wrong. The simple ques- 
tion here would be, would it be acceptable to take a $1,000 gratuity 
to attend a fundraiser? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Responding in generic terms, there is 
certainly consular guidance which suggests that there’s impropriety 
in accepting gifts in excess of certain amounts from those who are 
potential visa applicants or with whom you are doing business. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Now are you aware of whether Mr. Parish did 
or did not provide a visa for Fan Zhang? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I can’t answer that, given the grand 
jury protection. 

Mr. Wilson. You can’t answer it? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I can’t answer. 

Mr. Wilson. You can’t answer it, but you’re not telling me that 
you’re not aware or you are aware? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I am not telling you that I am not 
aware. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Now, just speaking about this very generically 
as we are right here, would it be a matter of impropriety, a statu- 
tory violation if there was acceptance of a $1,000 gratuity in this 
particular case? 
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Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I’m not certain that there would be a 
statutory violation. It would be a consideration of impropriety. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Now this is something that — and I will ask you 
this question — was or was it not taken into account in the closing 
out of your investigation? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I can’t answer whether or not this in- 
formation was taken into account. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Turning to the question of whether the gratuity 
was provided for people who were associated with Mr. Parish, was 
that something that was considered by you in determining whether 
there was an impropriety or not? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I cannot answer that question. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Turning to another matter, the issue of report- 
ing contacts with Chinese citizens by Embassy officials, are you 
aware of whether Mr. Parish did or did not report this particular 
attendance at the fundraiser to Embassy officials? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I can’t answer that question. 

Mr. Wilson. Simply because you’re not able to due to 6(e)? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Because of the 6(e) protection, that’s 
correct. 

Mr. Wilson. Let us just ask somebody else. 

Mr. Bergin, are you aware of whether the fact of the attendance 
was even reported to Embassy personnel in Beijing? 

Mr. Bergin. I’m not aware, but I defer to Don Schurman, the 
RSO. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Mr. Schurman, are you aware of even the fact 
of attendance at this expensive fundraiser? 

Mr. Schurman. I don’t recall this being reported. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Turning to another subject, when Mr. Parish 
returned to Washington, DC, and assumed the position that he was 
given, it’s our understanding from personnel records that he was 
given a series of raises; is that correct, Mr. Schurman? 

Mr. Schurman. I left Beijing in October 1997 so 

Mr. Wilson. Maybe Mr. Gnehm — and I thank you very much for 
coming back to the table. Perhaps you’re aware of whether Mr. 
Parish was given raises when he returned to Washington, DC. 

Mr. Gnehm. Sir, the year that he was serving in this job that you 
asked about earlier in CA, his performance file went before the pro- 
motion — Annual Promotion Board. That board did list him as a re- 
cipient for a step increase, called, in the system, meritorious step 
increase in salary, based on what was in his file at the time. I 
should tell you for the record, they’re not under management con- 
trol. The board is an independent board set up to make these deci- 
sions, and management has no authority over the decisions. 

Mr. Wilson. Are you aware of how many raises Mr. Parish re- 
ceived from the time he returned from Beijing until the time he re- 
tired from the Eoreign Service? 

Mr. Gnehm. I’m aware of the one you asked me about. There 
may have been others, and I can check for you, but I wouldn’t want 
to definitively say one way or the other. 

Mr. Wilson. Thank you for that. 

Mr. Bergin, I just wanted to ask you a question. You mentioned 
in your statement a little while ago that when you served in India 
you describe what appeared to be a sting operation involving some- 
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body about whom there were allegations of impropriety. Was that 
ever considered as an option for Mr. Parish? 

Mr. Bergin. In conducting a visa fraud case, there are several 
steps. 

First, you have to determine what is the credibility of the source? 
Is what the source is providing you valid? Is it something that’s de- 
tailed, that’s specific, that’s precise, that would lead to us launch- 
ing a full-blown investigation? 

Then you have to determine to whom were the visas issued and 
can you identify those people? Because what you want to do in 
these cases is to be able to establish a relationship between the 
person who was given the visa 

Mr. Wilson. If I could just interrupt you there, are you telling 
us now that the visas issued in India were of greater sensitivity or 
consequence than the visas issued in China? 

Mr. Bergin. Not at all. Not at all. 

Mr. Wilson. Then there’s a difficulty there. 

Mr. Bergin. What I’m giving you is a generic sense of how you 
conduct these investigations; and in the case in India, we had very 
specific, very precise information. The consular officer volunteered 
to us, as soon as it happened, the information that he was being 
bribed. 

In the case of Mr. Parish, there was a lot of information swirling 
around about improprieties, apparent improprieties, and the 
agents, when they were conducting this investigation, were not 
able to determine whether there was criminal substance to this 
swirling wave of allegations. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, I think our concern, Mr. Bergin, is that when 
we have looked at the investigations, each sort of piece of each in- 
vestigation looked at one piece of the puzzle, and when we 
scratched beneath the surface, we found many more issues that 
were easily obtained. 

For example, allegations by the colleagues of Mr. Parish in this 
case, who were talking about the trading of visas that followed 
from personal relationships with women, acceptance of gratuities, 
and there were indeed gratuities that were easily obtained from his 
office. So there were certainly things that went beyond rank specu- 
lation. 

Mr. Bergin. I think that’s fair, counsel. I would only remind the 
counsel of my statement earlier that this was not a model inves- 
tigation; and, in retrospect, 20/20 hindsight, those consular officers 
should have been interviewed. 

Mr. Wilson. I just wanted to followup on one other thing. In 
terms of Mr. Parish’s tenure in Beijing, I think we have already 
learned that he had high security clearances during the entire time 
he was in Beijing. Are you aware of whether Mr. Parish was at the 
time receiving classified documents from the Department of Justice 
and the FBI about ongoing criminal investigations, Mr. Schurman? 

Mr. Schurman. I was not involved with that part of the consular 
operation. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, now we can’t get into the documents because 
they are classified, but these are documents that have been turned 
over from his own office. So did you review documents obtained 
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from Mr. Parish’s office that were classified investigatory docu- 
ments from the Department of Justice? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. Mr. Parish’s office was a common area, and so 
classified documents would not he kept in that area. I did not find 
any classified documents in his office space. 

Mr. Wilson. Having just reviewed a number of them and gone 
through a number of issues with the Department of State over doc- 
uments that were provided to us — in fact, they were provided to us 
in an open way, and we brought it to the Department of State’s at- 
tention that they should have been classified. They had just been 
turned over to us in a box. 

Mr. Burton. Let me just interrupt here. Mr. Schurman, you said 
you looked at all these documents. Now, the documents that he is 
referring to were given to us by the Department of State, and in 
that box of documents were classified documents, and you just said 
there were no classified documents. So are you telling me that you 
looked at all the documents and you didn’t see those classified doc- 
uments? They were there. We got them. 

Mr. Schurman. I am not sure that the documents in that box all 
came from that office. But I will say that when I was going through 
the 

Mr. Burton. The State Department said they did. The State De- 
partment sent us those documents. 

Mr. Wilson. Perhaps if we could follow with Ms. Williams- 
Bridgers, I will ask the same question of you. Were you aware that 
Mr. Parish was privy to classified documents from the Department 
of Justice and the Federal Bureau of Investigation? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I can say that, in the course of Mr. 
Parish’s business, he more than likely came in contact with classi- 
fied documents; and I do believe that the documents that you’re re- 
ferring to were part of our collection of all documents from his of- 
fice. They were included in the submission of documents that we 
provided to the committee. 

Mr. Wilson. So they would have been in the universe of docu- 
ments that Mr. Schurman had access to when he had done his in- 
vestigation? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. That’s my understanding, yes. 

Mr. Wilson. Actually, just one more point of clarification for Ms. 
Williams-Bridgers. As far as your negotiations with the Depart- 
ment of Justice go, with whom were you dealing over at the De- 
partment of Justice to come to the 6(e) determination that you ar- 
rived at? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I was dealing with attorneys out of the 
Attorney General’s office. 

But I should also add that I, too, am terribly concerned about the 
interpretation — the expansive interpretation the Department of 
Justice has given. It has implications not just for this case but for 
any other case in which grand jury subpoenas have been issued in 
the District of Columbia. And because we have just become aware 
of the expansive nature of this opinion, it has implications for how 
we have handled documents in the past related to other investiga- 
tions. So I do intend to seek some additional clarification from the 
Office of Legal Counsel of the Department of Justice and, poten- 
tially, the Chief Judge. 
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Mr. Wilson. Thank you for that answer. If you could — just for 
the record’s sake, if you could provide the names of the people you 
were working with at DOJ. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Yes, I can. 

Mr. Wilson. If you could right now, that would be helpful. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I can provide it for the record. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Do you know them now? Are you able to tell 
us right now what they are? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. I can’t recall the last names of the indi- 
viduals, I am sorry. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Fair enough. 

Mr. Burton. Does anyone with you have their name? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Craig Iscoe is the chief attorney that 
we dealt with. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Let me end up by saying this. 

First of all, I am disappointed, Mr. Schurman, because you told 
us under oath that you looked at — did a cursory look at all these 
documents and there were no classified documents. Ms. Williams- 
Bridgers said that the documents that were turned over to us in 
the box came from his office. So you didn’t look at all of them; and, 
if you did, you didn’t look very well. And then all those documents 
were turned over to somebody else, and ultimately they were de- 
stroyed, and it was an ongoing investigation. This thing was 
botched, and it is just unbelievable. 

I would just like to say to the State Department people, who in 
the future will be in charge of these investigations, for goodness 
sake, if there is an ongoing investigation and you lock up an office, 
don’t burn up or destroy anything until the investigation is con- 
cluded. The Justice Department says this thing is still open, and 
a lot of the documents that might be relevant are gone, and Parish 
had classified documents in his office. 

Now, the reason this is important, and you may think we have 
been unduly critical today, but the reason this is important is peo- 
ple were coming into this country that may have been involved in 
espionage, that may have gotten visas illegally, and the espionage 
that took place endangered every man, woman, and child in this 
country. They got nuclear secrets from Los Alamos and other nu- 
clear laboratories, and we don’t know what kind of connection there 
might have been. So a sloppy job could have led to all kinds of 
problems. 

In addition to that, Johnny Chung was a main player in the con- 
duit contributions that were coming in that affected the 1996 Presi- 
dential election; and he has stated that Mr. Ji, the head of the Chi- 
nese military intelligence, gave him $300,000, along with other con- 
tributions that came in from Communist China, to affect our elec- 
tions in this country. And if visas that were requested by Johnny 
Chung from Mr. Parish were bringing people in who were affecting 
our elections by giving illegal campaign contributions, then that is 
criminal, and to do a sloppy job on investigating Mr. Parish, who 
may have been involved in doing all this, is just unconscionable. 

And I just tell you, I am really frustrated by this, because none 
of this should have happened. If you need more money, we will try 
to get it for you, if you need more personnel. We are not talking 
about Ireland. We are not talking about England. We are not talk- 



91 


ing about South America. We are talking about the biggest country 
in the world population- wise that is one of our potential major ad- 
versaries down the way, and they were getting illegal visas from 
a person who was involved in some nefarious activities, Mr. Chung, 
who is helping get those visas, at least that is what he said, and 
it is just unfortunate. 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Mr. Chairman, may I just interject 
please and add one point of possible clarification? 

For the documents that we received, the classified documents 
that we received, it is conceivable that they could have come from 
Diplomatic Security and not from — not necessarily from Mr. 
Parish’s office. Because in our attempt to collect any and all docu- 
mentation, we asked for all the contents from Mr. Parish’s office as 
well as all DS investigative files and any other information that 
Mr. Parish may have had in his possession. 

Mr. Burton. Well, where would it have come from if it didn’t 
come from his office? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Conceivably, it could have come from 
elsewhere outside of Mr. Parish’s office at the Embassy or from 
Washington from the DS files. We asked for the collection of docu- 
ments from DS. All of the contents of Mr. Parish’s office in Em- 
bassy Beijing were sent first to DS in Washington, and then DS 
transmitted that information to us. So it is possible that classified 
information did not come from Mr. Parish’s office. 

Mr. Burton. It is possible? 

Ms. Williams-Bridgers. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. But you don’t know that? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. I did have classified files in Beijing, as well as 
the unclassified files, and I assume that when they asked for the 
files relating to Charles Parish in Beijing they give them both, both 
the materials that were out of my safe and the materials that were 
stored in a closet. 

Mr. Burton. So you had stuff in your safe relating to Charles 
Parish and classified material? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. The official file was in the safe. 

Mr. Burton. And it had classified material in it? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. That’s correct. 

Mr. Wilson. Relating to Charles Parish and some of the things 
he was doing? 

Mr. ScHURMAN. That’s correct. 

Ms. Cohen. Mr. Chairman, if we’re concluding, could I say a few 
things? 

Mr. Burton. Sure. 

Ms. Cohen. Thank you very much. You did allude to the fact 
that it’s difficult to come up here to testify, but I think nonetheless 
it’s important. We recognize that this committee is performing an 
important function, and it does help to have us review what we 
have done to find weaknesses in what we’ve done and improve. We 
have tried to do that, and we will continue to try to do that. 

I want to correct, I think, two impressions that we might have 
left. The first concerns our limited resources. I never meant to 
imply, and I don’t think I did imply, that limited resources ever 
justify not doing a very thorough job in an investigation, and I 
think we would all agree here that procedures needed to be tight- 
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ened. We’re in the process of tightening them. We need additional 
resources, hut when we find a problem, we are prepared to direct 
resources to deal with it. 

The final point I’d like the make is as to whether or not we’re 
all outraged. Again, I have only been there 2 years but in those 2 
years, I have not found an instance where people have been ac- 
cused of something that their fellow workers and the people who 
are investigating it and really everyone who knows about it are not 
outraged. It would be the same thing as if someone were inves- 
tigating a Congressman or a member of somebody’s staff. It casts 
aspersions on everyone, and it’s been my impression that the State 
Department is outraged when one of their fellow workers is in- 
volved in something like this, and the Department does its best to 
clean it up and improve it. 

Mr. Burton. Well, let me conclude by saying I appreciate you all 
being here and that we in the Congress believe that 99.9 percent 
of the people who serve this country at home and abroad do an out- 
standing job. It is that one-tenth of 1 percent that we are talking 
about, and in this particular case, it was in a very sensitive area, 
in China, and it is really unfortunate that happened. 

I would just urge you, though, in the future if there is an ongoing 
criminal investigation of anybody, if you need to store the docu- 
ments and you can’t find a place for them, call me. We will find 
a place to store the documents. Don’t destroy documents or any- 
thing that is potential evidence until the case is closed. 

And, with that, I want to thank you for being here. We stand ad- 
journed. 

[Whereupon, at 1:45 p.m., the committee was adjourned.] 

[The two majority staff reports and exhibits referred to follow:] 



93 


MISTAKES MADE IN THE INVESTIGATION 
OF CHARLES PARISH 

MAJORITY STAFF REPORT 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 

The Committee has learned that the investigation of Charles Parish was severely 
mishandled by every agency involved in it. Four different entities investigated Parish: 

(1) the Regional Security Officer at the Beijing Embassy; (2) The Diplomatic Security 
Service at the State Department; (3) the State Department Inspector General; and (4) the 
FBI. Complaints were first made about Parish shortly after his arrival in Beijing in July 
1994, and continued for 1 6 months until an investigation of Parish was finally 
commenced. The investigation of Parish at the Embassy was then badly botched. The 
Regional Security Officer failed to preserve most of the key documents, and failed to 
speak to key witnesses. Then, when the State Department's Diplomatic Security Service 
(“DS”) began an investigation of Parish in the United States in 1996, it failed to 
investigate many of the key allegations against Parish. Finally, Parish was investigated 
again by the State Department's Inspector General (“OIG”) and the FBI in 1998. It 
appears that the Inspector General failed to interview many key witnesses or investigate 
the key leads to see if Parish committed visa fraud. 

As a result of the failure to aggressively investigate Parish, he was neither 
disciplined nor fired. Instead, he was returned to Washington for additional sensitive 
assignments, given a merit pay raise, and allowed to retire with a ftill pension in 1998. 

I. COMPLAINTS WERE MADE ABOUT PARISH FOR 16 MONTHS 

BEFORE ANY ACTION WAS TAKEN 

The Committee has learned that there were many complaints about Charles 
Parish's handling of visa applications, dating back to even before Parish arrived at the 
Beijing Embassy. These serious complaints were never acted upon by the Embassy, 
allowing Parish to mismanage the visa section for over a year. Finally, in April 1 996, the 
junior consular officers complained en masse at a dinner held by the Embassy’s number 
two officer, the Deputy Chief of Mission, Scott Hallford. Hallford claims that this dinner 
was the first time that he heard any complaints about Parish, and responded by 
commencing an investigation of Parish. 

A. Parish’s Track Record Before Beijing 

Documents produced to the Committee by the State Department indicate that 
Charles Parish had been under suspicion for visa fraud while serving as a visa officer in 
Bangladesh and Nepal in the early 1990’s. Many of the documents regardii^ these 
investigations are classified, so few details are available. However, it is clear that a 
number of allegations were made against Parish, but the charges were never proven, 
allowing Parish to receive a promotion to a sensitive position in Beijing. 


1 



94 


B. Complaints By Junior Officers in Beijing 

The Committee has interviewed several junior officers who served under Parish 
who told the Committee that they complained about Parish’s conduct. Paul Horowitz, a 
junior officer who served under Parish, told us that complaints about Parish began shortly 
after Parish arrived in Beijing. Horowitz personally complained to the Consul General, 
Arturo Macias, in November of 1994, and likely complained to otlier Embassy personnel 
earlier. (Attachment!.) Chris Hegadom, another junior officer, confirmed that the 
junior officers lodged complaints about Parish with a number of supervisors in Beijing, 
including Macias, and the head of the American Citizen Services section, Dan Piccuta. 
(Attachment 2.) Mr. Horowitz stated that Parish tried to “crush anyone who complained” 
about him, and therefore, most of the junior officers tried to maneuver behind his back, 
rather than complain to Parish directly. 

The complaints made by the junior officers generally consisted of the following: 

• Parish frequently overturned junior officers’ decisions to reject visa applicants 
without explanation. 

• Parish kept original visa files in his office for unknown reasons. 

• Parish accepted gifts from visa applicants. 

• Parish issued visas to applicants from outside of Beijing’s consular district, in 
violation of the Embassy’s rules. 

• Parish issued visas to unqualified individuals. 

C. Chinese Magazine Article about Parish 

In April 1996, the Beijing Chronicle published an article about the U.S. 

Embassy’s visa section. (Attachments.) That article contained the following quote: 

"How many times have you been here for the visa?” "Is it not easy during 
these days?” "It depends on \vfrich diplomat! The ‘black’ one is easier 
and it’s hard to say for the ‘white’ one.” 

Parish was the only black visa officer at the Embassy, and the article obviously referred 
to him. All of the officers at the Embassy were aware of the article, and knew that it 
referred to Parish. The Embassy’s Regional Security Officer ("RSO”) was also aware of 
it, but did not think that it merited investigation, as it alleged only leniency, and not 
outright criminal wrongdoing. However, in light of all of the allegations that were 
mounting about Parish, this kind of notoriety with the Beijing press certainly should have 
raised concern for the Embassy’s security officer. Shortly after this article was 
published, the RSO did begin an investigation in response to the mass complaints by the 
junior officers to the Embassy’s Deputy Chief of Mission. 


2 



95 


D. Complaint Regarding Visa Fraud by David Chen 

On September 28, 1995, David Chen of the Chinese-American Association in San 
Francisco wrote to Ambassador Sasser, and alleged that when he was in China, Chen 
learned that the Vice Consul at the Embassy was granting visas for bribes. (Attachment 
4.) Chen alleged that the vice consul was receiving $20,000-$30,000 for a visa. It is 
unclear if this allegation refers to Parish, as his title was “Consul and First Secretary.” 
However, Schuiman told the Committee that there were never any other allegations of 
visa fraud against other visa officers in Beijing. The Embassy did not undertake any 
investigation as a result of the Chen letter. 

E. Failure t» Act by Parish’s Superiors 

It appears that Parish’s superiors were aware of the complaints made about 
Parish’s conduct, but they failed to undertake an investigation of Parish, or remove him 
from his position of responsibility. Paul Horowitz told us that Arturo Macias, Parish’s 
direct superior, had a number of “closed-door” sessions with Parish, criticizing him for 
his management of the visa section. (Attachment 1 .) We have also received one 
document from the Slate Department where Macias criticized Parish for issuing visas to a 
group of unqualified individuals. (Attachment 5.) Rather than remove Parish from his 
position of power, Macias tried to limit the damage that Parish was causing. Horowitz 
told Committee staff that by the end of Parish’s tenure, he, Dan Piccuta, and Macias 
would meet to discuss how they could limit Parish’s power. One of the changes that 
Macias made was to change the visa application form to require an explanation if Parish 
overturned a junior officer’s decision to reject a visa application. However, neither 
Macias, nor any of Parish’s other superiors, ever tried to initiate an investigation of Parish 
until April 1996. 

Additionally, the RSO, Don Schurman, was aware of complaints regarding Parish. 
While being debriefed by Schurman, a visa officer who was leaving the Embassy stated 
that Parish was lenient in granting visas, especially to attractive young women, 
(Attachment 6.) Schurman heard this rumor elsewhere among Embassy personnel, and 
looked into Parish’s conduct. In doing so, he learned about the Chinese magazine article 
as well. However, Schurman decided that because the visa process was so discretionary, 
he could not act on allegations of Parish’s leniency toward young attractive women. 

There is also documentary proof that Parish’s superiors were aware of the 
allegations against Parish. At some point before the investigation actually started, Dan 
Piccuta, the head of American Citizen Services section, prepared a list of Parish's 
questionable activities. (Attachment 7.) When the investigation ofParish began, Don 
Schurman, the lead investigator, found that most of the charges against Parish had 
already been listed by Piccuta, However, they had not been passed on to Schurman at 
any earlier dale. 

All of these facts, rather than showing responsiveness by the State Department, 
show that Parish’s superiors at the Embassy were aware that Parish was a problem, and 
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failed to take real action to stop them. Rather than forward the complaints for 
investigation, the Embassy's leadership tried to deal with Parish internally. This decision 
allowed Parish’s mismanagement to continue unimpeded until April 1996, when an 
investigation was finally begun. 

11. THE STATE DEPARTMENT’S INVESTIGATION WAS INADEQUATE 

When the State Department did finally begin an investigation of Parish, it was 
fraught with mistakes. The State Department’s investigation was conducted in two 
different phases: first, an investigation at the Embassy by the RSO; and second, an 
investigation in the United Slates by the Diplomatic Security Service. 

A. The Investigation at the Embassy Was Inadequate 

The investigation of Parish at the Embassy was initiated in April 1996, after the 
junior officers in the non-immigrant visa section complained en masse at a dinner held by 
the DCM, Scott Hallford. After the dinner, Hallford asked Don Schurman, the RSO, to 
start an investigation. As described below, Schunnan made a number of critical mistakes 
during his investigation. 

1. DS Failed to Provide Assistance 

The first step that Schurman took in the investigation was to seal Charles Parish’s 
office, and change the locks. Schurman then began reviewing the materials in Parish’s 
office, and found that Parish kept a large number of files in his office. Parish had files on 
Chinese companies, a large number of duplicate visa applications that he had granted, a 
number of original visa applications, which he was not supposed to have, and 
correspondence and e-mail with Chinese individuals he had granted visas to. There was 
such a volume of materials that Schunnan realized he would need assistance to conduct 
the investigation. He immediately sent a cable to Diplomatic Security in Washington, 
and asked that they send someone to assist him with the investigation. Diplomatic 
Security refused to send anyone. Schurman did not press the matter, and concluded tliat 
Diplomatic Security did not believe that Parish was a major problem. However, given 
the fact that no one had reviewed any documents or interviewed any witnesses relating to 
Parish, such a conclusion was obviously premature and unjustified. 

Because of this decision by DS, Schurman was never able to review all of the 
materials in Parish’s office. Schurman was responsible for a wide array of matters, 
including embassy security, counterintelligence, and American citizen security, and 
accordingly did not have time to conduct a full investigation. He spent severi weekends 
and evenings in Parish’s office, but never completed even a basic review of all of the 
materials in the office. 
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2. DestnictioB of Dotuments 

While he did keep Parish’s office sealed for several weeks, Sohurman soon found 
that the Emb^sy’s personnel wanted to use Parish’s office. Therefore, Sehurman 
decided to destroy most of the documents in Parish’s office. Sehurman saved only 
several stacks of documents that he found most relevant, and several gifts that Parish had 
received from Chinese citizens. Sehurman destroyed the majority of documents in 
Parish’s office, including most of his duplicate visa applications, correspondence, and 
files on Chinese companies. Sehurman isn’t certain if he had Diplomatic Security’s 
permission before destroying these records. He told Committee staff that he “would like 
to think” that he asked for permission from Diplomatic Security in Washington before he 
destroyed the records. Schurman’s main defense for destroying the records is that “the 
investigation appeared to be going nowhere.” However, at the time that the records were 
destroyed, most of them had never been reviewed, and almost no witnesses had been 
interviewed. Therefore, it is difficult to discern the basis for Schurman’s judgment 
regarding the progress of the investigation. 

Moreover, Sehurman never conducted an inventory or took photographs of the 
office. Therefore, future investigators have had no way of reconstructing the records or 
files that Paririi kept. This has hampered the aWlity of investigators to determine why 
Parish was tracking certain visa recipients, or corresponding with certain individuals. 

3. Hong Kong Bank Account 

Among the documents destroyed by Mr. Sehurman was a statement from a Hong 
Kong hank account held by Charles Parish. Sehurman reviewed a bank statement from 
the account when he was searching Parish’s office. Sehurman conceded that it was odd 
for a visa officer in China to have a bank account in Hong Kong, however, he deemed it 
not to be of investigative value because the statement only indicated $1 00 in the account. 
Therefore, Sehurman destroyed the statement, and failed to keep any record of the 
account number. Sehurman made no effort to determine why Parish held the account, or 
if it contained more money at other times. 

4. Failure to Preserve Visa Applications 

Due to space limitations, the Beijing Embassy retained origin^ visa files for only 
one year after they were granted. When the investigation of Parish began, Sehurman 
made no effort to determine which visas Parish had issued over the last year, or even 
more significantly, which visas Parish had issued over the objection of a junior officer. 

In addition, Schunnan failed to halt the destruction of old visa files by the Embassy. 
Therefore, by May 1997, every visa file that had been handled by Charles Parish had 
been destroyed (with the exception of the small number of applications saved by 
Sehurman), and it was impossible to recreate a list of visas issued by Parish. Such a list 
has been requested by several investigative bodies, including the OIG and the Committee, 
and the State Department has not been able to provide it. 
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5. No Search of Parish’s Apartment 

Another basic investigative step that the RSO failed to take was a search of 
Parish’s apartment. It is possible that Parish kept gifts or cash at his apartment, but 
Schurman stated that it would be a “touchy” matter to cany out a search in Beijing. 

6. Limited Witness Interviews 

Schurman never conducted any formal interviews of the Junior officers under 
Parish as part of the investigation. He believes that Dan Piccuta, the head of American 
Citizen Services, did “informally collect” the officers’ complaints. However, 

Schurman’s failure to conduct formal interviews of the main complainants against Parish 
is indicative of the sloppy investigation which he supervised. 

7. Incomplete Interview of Charles Parish 

As the culmination of his investigation, RSO Schurman interviewed Charles 
Parish. A summary of the interview was cabled to Washington (Attachment 8.) The 
following issues were covered with Parish: 

• Parish was questioned about his trip to the U.S. with his secretary and a girlfriend, 
both Chinese citizens. Parish stated that he paid for his own ticket, but did not 
know how his companions paid for their tickets. 

• Schurman reminded Parish of the Embassy’s non-fratemization policy, which 
required all Embassy officers to report personal relationships with Chinese. 

Parish did not respond to Schurman’s reminder. 

« Schurman then asked Parish if he accepted any gifts of materia] value from any 
party that had interests before him. Parish stated that he had received gifts, but 
none of significant value. When asked about his visa issuances on behalf of the 
travel agency that hosted his birthday party. Parish claimed that he did not know 
that the individual who hosted his party had sponsored the visa requests. 

• Parish was then asked about his relationships with other Chinese people. Parish 
stated that “he was no monk,” but declined to answer -whether he had ever had an 
intimate relationship with someone to whom he had issued a visa. (Later, Parish 
claimed that he did not answer this question because he did not want to discuss 
his petsorud life in front of a number of officers, and then admitted that he had an 
intimate relationship with one Chinese woman, but did not know if he had issued 
her a visa.) 

After this interview, the Embassy concluded that Parish ‘Svas not accepting money for 
services. This would be difficult to prove or disprove given the past lack of controls and 
the high volume of visa actions.” However, it is unclear how Haltford, Schurman, and 
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the other Embassy officials could reach this conclusion after their incomplete 
investigation, and cursory interview with Parish. 

Even more critical though, it appears that Schurman limited his interview upon 
orders from Diplomatic Security in Washington. A cable from DS told Schurman that 
“the subject [Parish] should not be questioned in any way about Ms possible criminal 
activity. Any questions related to his possible criminal involvement could jeopardize a 
fiiture prosecution. Headquarters’ main concern is that the subject could claim that he 
was compelled to answer any question asked of him during the meeting.” (See 
Attachment 9.) Accordingly, the interview was very limited, and failed to ask Parish the 
most difficult questions. Diplomatic Security’s concerns that a future prosecution of 
Parish be preserved were baseless, as a serious investigation of Parish was never 
undertaken. 


B. The Investigation by Diplomatic Security in the U.S. Was Too Narrow 

After Schurman concluded his investigation at the Embassy, Ambassador Sasser 
reluctantly agreed to ask Parish to leave the Embassy and go back to Washington for 
reassignment. At the time that Parish was leaving the Embassy in May 1996, Diplomatic 
Security in Washington continued to conduct an investigation of Parish. This 
investigation, like the one conducted at the Embassy, was deeply flawed, and failed to 
examine a number of basic issues. 

1. Focused Only on One Set of Companies 

Diplomatic Security investigated allegations only relating to one set of related 
companies: Guang Hua International, Bright City International, Light City International, 
and Palm Coast Corp. It appears that DS did perform a relatively thorough investigation 
of these companies. They interviewed the principals of these companies, and were 
satisfied that they were legitimate companies. They also discovered that most of the 
individuals who came to the U.S. sponsored by these companies returned to China. 
However, these companies were only one small set of companies to which Parish issued 
visas. DS failed to investigate possible leads relating to a number of other companies. 

To a certain extent, this failure was caused by Schurman’s destruction of relevant 
documents. After Schurman destroyed most of the documents in Parish’s office, DS was 
deprived of a number of possible investigative leads. 

However, there were a number of documents that were preserved that DS didn’t 
even review. For example, documents were available to DS showing that Parish issued 
visas to groups sponsored by companies like BNU Corp., Velur Investments, LCP 
International Institute, SINOPEC, and others. Files were also preserved showing that 
Parish issued visas to a number of Chinese students, and then stayed in frequent contact 
with them once they arrived in the U.S, DS apparently failed to interview individuals at 
any of these companies, or speak to any of the individuals to whom Parish issued visas. 
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By failing to follow these available leads, DS may have missed obvious cases 
where Parish issued visas for improper considerations, and they may have also missed 
developing possible counterintelligence leads. For example, one' of the major 
beneficiaries of Parish’s largess, BNU, a Chinese-ovraed company in Phoenix, Arizona, 
has extensive ties with the Chinese military, including Robert Ma and Wang Jun, two 
figures believed to be involved in an illegal scheme to smuggle automatic weapons into 
theU.S. 


2. DS Was Too Quick to Clear Parish 

To the extent that Diplomatic Security did conduct an investigation, it appears to 
have been too quick to clear Parish. The DS investigation focused on showing that 
Guang Hua and the other companies to which Parish granted visas were legitimate 
businesses. DS also sought to show that all of the recipients of visas returned to China. 
As explained by DS staff, this gave them a comfort level that visa fiaud had not occurred. 
However, legally, visa fiaud has nothing to do with whether or not the recipient of the 
visa returns to China, or whether the sponsoring company is legitimate. Rather, the sole 
consideration is whefiier the visa was granted for improper reasons, such as the receipt of 
money or other fevors. Diplomatic Security did not attempt to discover whether or not 
Parish’s visa issuances for Guang Hua and related companies were the result of improper 
motives. Diplomatic Security could have tried to determine this by either reviewing 
Parish’s bank records, or interviewing visa recipients. 

3. Failure to Conduct Basic Investigative Steps 

As indicated above, Diplomatic Security &iied to take many basic investigative 
steps in the Parish case. Diplomatic Security failed to even review the limited materials 
that Schurman retrieved from Parish’s office. Those materials stayed in Schurman’s 
closet in Beijing until mid-1998, when they were requested by the State Department 
Inspector General’s office. 

DS also failed to interview many of the individuals involved in the Parish case. 

DS investigators did not interview junior officers who served under Parish, and they 
failed to interview any visa recipients or sponsors other than those affiliated with Guang 
Hua Inc., or related companies. Given the limited scope of the investigation, and the 
limited steps that were t^en by DS, it is difficult to see how DS intended to prove a case 
of visa fiaud. 


C. At a Minimum, Personnel Action Should Have Been Taken 

Aiier Embassy persotuiel interviewed Parish, they concluded that at a minimum, 
there was an appearance of impropriety in Parish’s actions. Accordingly, RSO Schurman 
and DCM Hallford recommended to Aunbassador Sasser that he ask Parish to voluntarily 
curtail from his service in Beijing. According to Schurman, Sasser was hesitant to do 
fiiis, despite all of the evidence against Parish. According to Schurman, Sasser was 
concerned that Paririi would file an EEO action if he took any action against Parish. 
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Nevertheless, Sasser was convinced by Schorman and Hallford to ask Parish to leave. 
When they did ask Parish to leave, Paridi did so. 

However, once he returned to Washington, no disciplinary action was taken 
against Parish. He was never referred for any rebuke or disciplinary action, and his 
personnel file remained clean. Upon Ws return to Washington, D.C., Parish was 
reassigned to a sensitive office in the State Department reviewing visa applications from 
Iran and Iraq. Later, Parish was transferred to the State Department’s Bureau of Oceans 
and International Scientific and Environmental Affairs, where he was awarded a merit 
pay raise. In 1998, Parish retired fiom the foreign service with a fiiU pension, never 
having been disciplined for his activities in Beijing, 

II. THE INSPECTOR GENERAL’S INVESTIGATION W.4S INADEQUATE 

The Inspector General’s investigation was inadequate in many ways as well. The 
most prominent mistakes are listed beiow. The Committee was informed the day before 
the hearing that the Justice Department will not allow tlie Inspector General to answer 
any specific questions about her investigation, claiming that such information is coveted 
by Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. The Justice Department is 
insisting upon this position, despite the &ct that much of the Inspector General’s work 
was done exclusively by Inspector General agents, and was never conducted before a 
grand jury. 


1. The OIG Investigation Started Too Late 

The State Department Office of Inspector General C‘01G”) did not begin its 
investigation until January 1998, when it received a referral about the Parish matter from 
their Office of Inspections. Parish had been investigated at the Embassy, and was forced 
to leave over 1 8 months earlier. If is unclear why the OIG did not start an investigation 
of Parish earlier, at the same time that he was under suspicion of wrongdoing in Beijing. 
By the time that the OIG’s investigation got underway, much of the relevant evidence 
was gone, and Parish had retired from the Foreign Service. Accordingly, the only action 
the OIG could take against Parish was to refer him to the Justice Department for 
prosecution - they could not have Parish sanctioned administratively or have his pension 
revoked. The OIG never referred Parish for prosecution, and he never received any 
puiushment from the State Department. 

2. The Investigation Failed to Gather AH of the Relevant Information 

Like the previous investigation by DS, the OIG’s investigation was very narrow, 
and failed to investigate all of the available leads relating to Parish. Also, much like the 
Diplomatic Security Service’s investigation, if appears that the OIG was too quick to 
clear Parish. 
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a. OIG Did Not CarefuBy Review the Doeuments from Parish’s 
Office 

The OIG did request that Diplomatic Security send to Washington all of the 
documents that RSO Schurman had retrieved from Parish’s office. They believed 
correctly that these documents could be useful in the investigation. The Committee was 
told by the OIG that investigators from the OIG and the FBI reviewed the two boxes of 
records from Parish’s office, and found them “totally irrelevant.” However, in reality, the 
two boxes contain dozens of valuable leads relating to Parish, so it is inconceivable that 
the OIG and FBI investigators carefully reviewed the materials in the two boxes. In 
addition, when the two boxes were given to the Committee by the OIG, they contained 
ten classified documents that were improperly placed in the box. The OIG was not aware 
that the materials were in the box until inform^ by Committee staff. Accordingly, it is 
impossible that OIG and FBI staff reviewed the materials carefully - otlierwise, they 
would have located the classified materials, and stored them properly. 

The OlG’s failure to review the material from Parish’s office was a significant 
failure. The documents contain the names of dozens of potential wimesses against 
Parish, and provide substantiation for many of the allegations against Parish, including 
the charges that he granted visas in exchange for money and sex. 

b. OIG Did Not Understand the Previous Investigations 

It also appears that the OIG did not attempt to understand the extent to which 
Parish had been investigated at the Embassy and by Diplomatic Security. The OIG’s 
failure to do so resulted in a serious misconception regarding the scope of Parish’s 
wrongdoing. 

When the OIG provided the two boxes of documents from Parish’s office to the 
Committee, they informed Committee staff that the two boxes represented the entire 
contents of Parish’s office. Committee staff then informed the OIG staff that the boxes 
represented only a small portion of materials from Parish’s office that had been saved by 
the RSO. The OIG staff were completely unaware that Schurman had destroyed the vast 
majority of records in Parish’s office. The OIG interviewed Schurman, but never learned 
that he had failed to preserve most of the evidence against Parish, and that Parish actually 
had hundreds of visa files and other records in his office. As a result of this oversight, the 
OIG came to the conclusion that Parish’s wrongdoing was on a much smaller scale than it 
actually was. 

c. OIG Failed to Interview Witnesses 

The investigation by the Inspector General’s office was incomplete in other ways 
as well. Most of the witnesses interviewed by the OIG were peripheral to the 
investigation. The OIG will likely claim that they were piggybacking on the FBI 
investigation of Parish, which was already underway at this time, and simply let the FBI 
conduct many of the interviews. If this argument is true, it is troubling that the OIG 
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would pass off to the FBI an investigation of this importance. More importantly though, 
this argument is not convincing, as many witnesses were not interviewed by the FBI or 
the OIG. These witnesses include: Chris H^adom, one of the main junior officers under 
Parish; Hong Zhao, a close associate of Parish, who received a visa from him; and Scott 
Hallford, the Embassy’s Deputy Chief of Mission. 

d. OIG Did Not Examine Parish’s Bank Records 

In investigating allegations of visa fraud, the OIG failed to investigate one of the 
obvious sources of proof — Parish’s financial records. First, the OIG failed to subpoena 
any financial records relating to Parish. Review of such records is instrumental in 
attempting to show' that Parish was receiving money for issuing visas. The OIG has not 
provided any explanation for their failure to review Parish’s bank records. 

In addition, it appears that the OIG was unaware that Parish maintained a Hong 
Kong bank account. The OIG did interview the RSO, but again failed to learn that Parish 
had a Hong Kong account, and that Schurman destroyed the records relating to this 
account. If the OIG had been aware of this account, it is possible that they could have 
reviewed the account if they had the cooperation of the Hong Kong authorities. 

e. OIG Did Not Investigate Full Range of Companies 

Most alarming is the failure of the OIG to investigate the full range of companies 
that allegedly provided gratuities to Parish. It appears that for the roost part, the OIG 
retraced the investigate steps taken by Diplomatic Security in 1996. The OIG did briefly 
investigate allegations made by Johnny Chung, but it did not investigate allegations that 
Parish was given gratuities by COFCO and BNU in exchange for granting visas, in spite 
of the fact that these allegations had been reported in the press. These allegations are 
some of the most serious against Parish, as COFCO and BNU have extensive ties to 
individuals and Anns with ties to the Chinese military, such as Wang Jun, Robert Ma, 
Poly Technologies, and Dynasty Holdings. In addition, the OIG failed to contact a 
number of individuals that either received visas from Parish, or claimed that Parish was 
involved in wrongdoing. 

When asked about the failure to investigate leads relating to COFCO and BNU, 
the OIG has told Committee staff that they did not investigate these leads because they 
believed that the FBI was already investigating them. However, this explanation does not 
justify the lack of action by the OIG. According to their own account, the Inspector 
General’s office relied extensively on the FBI during the investigation. FBI agents 
conducted many of the witoess interviews, and the DIG either read the interview 
summaries, or participated in the interviews. At no time though, did the OIG use the fact 
that the FBI w^ investigating Parish as an excuse to drop their investigafion entirely. In 
the one case of investigating COFCO and BNU, though, the OIG completely failed to 
investigate, or even keep tabs on the FBI investigation. In doing so, the OIG failed to 
even look at oim of tiie clearest cases where Parish granted visas in exchange for 
gratuities, and also may have missed possible serious counterintelligence issues. 
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3. The OIG Then Misrepresented Its Investigation to the Committee 

After the Committee learned of the allegations against Charles Parish from 
Johnny Chung, it requested a briefing ftom the Office of Inspector General regarding 
their investigation of Parish. In that initial briefing, and in subsequent meetings, the OIG 
has created a false impression regarding their investigation, and otherwise slowed the 
Committee’s efforts to investigate. 

In their briefing, OIG personnel told Committee staff that they had thoroughly 
investigated the allegations against Parish, interviewed witnesses, and reviewed records, 
and nothing was found that corroborated Ae allegations against Parish. They also stated 
that there was never any evidence that Parish accepted anything past “knickknacks of de 
minimis value.” 


a. Claims Regarding Parish’s Bank Records 

Government Reform Committee staff specifically asked OIG staff whether they 
had reviewed Parish’s bank records. OIG staff responded that they did review Parish’s 
bank records, and found nothing to corroborate die allegations against him. Later, 
Committee staff requested that the OIG produce a copy of those bank records to the 
Committee. At that time, the OIG explained that they had not actually reviewed Parish’s 
bank records, but instead ran a FinCEN check on Parish. (Such a check would contain 
only a summary of major financial transactions conducted by Parish for which he would 
have had to file federal paperwork.) When Committee staff requested a copy of the 
Parish FinCEN materials, OIG staff then explained that they had actually not even 
conducted a FinCEN check on Parish. As it turned out, the OIG had not taken any 
investigative steps to review Parish’s financial accounts, despite the fact that they twice 
assured Committee staff that they had, 

b. Claims Regarding Parish’s Acceptance of Gifts 

During their briefing to Committee staff, OIG staff claimed that there was 
evidence that Parish had accepted only “knickknacks of de minimis value.” However, 
this claim was patently false. Beyond the allegations made by Johnny Chung, there were 
numerous other allegations that Parish received valuable gratuities from parties interested 
in the visa process. The Committee has learned with relative ease that Parish had 
accepted free stays at luxury suites in Phoenix and California from COFCO and BNU, 
that he had accepted gifts of value from Chinese citirens, and that he accepted a valuable 
trip to a DNC fundraiser. It is unclear why the OIG chose to mischaracterize Parish’s 
receipt of gifts during briefings to Committee staff. 

c. Claims Regarding Production of Documents 

When Chainnan Burton requested that the OIG produce all relevant documents 
regarding the Parish investigation, the OIG produced a list of relevant documents to the 
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Committee staff, and asked staff to select documents that they wanted to receive. OIG 
clearly represented that the list was a complete accounting of all documents relating to 
the Paridi invesdgition that were in the custody of the (MO. However, after OIG 
produced that list, the Committee learned that there were two boxes of documents, and a 
box of gifts that had been retrieved from Parish’s office in Beijing. The Committee 
requested that both the State Department and the OIG produce the boxes, if they had 
them. Initially, the OIG denied having the boxes, but then located them, and produced 
them to the Committee. The OIG’s justification for failing to produce the three boxes 
was that the docisments they contained were so irrelevant that the boxes were never 
entered into the case index. OIG staff then added that the boxes would have been 
destroyed within several months pursuant to OIG policy if they had not been requested by 
the Committee. 

As explained above, the OIG’s explanation for the failure to produce the boxes of 
documents does not make sense. The boxes contained documents of high relevance, 
including copies of visa applications granted by Parish, documents containing allegations 
of visa fraud against Parish, and extensive correspondence between Parish and 
individuals to whom he granted visas. It is difficult to see how any investigator could 
review these boxes and find that they were not relevant to the Parish case. Therefore, it is 
fair to conclude that the OIG and FBI investigators that reviewed the boxes did a very 
cursory and sloppy job. 

As explained above as well, these boxes of documents contained classified 
documents. It is unclear whether these documents were in Parish’s office, or whether 
they were put into the box at a later point. Regardless, they were not stored properly; the 
committee was not informed that they were in the box, they were imsecured until located 
by the Committee, and they had no cover sheet indicating their classification. Indeed, 
when therainority staff asked OIG staff if there were classified documents in the box, 
they were expressly told that there were none. The fact that the OIG appeared to be 
completely unaware that there were classified documents in the box supports the 
conclusion that no one from the OIG carefully reviewed these boxes, which were filled 
with relevant documents. 
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INTERVIEW OF PAWL HOROWITZ 

On June 14, 1999, David Kass, Kevin Da«s, and Michael Yaeger of the 
Government Reform Committee interviewed Paul Horowitz of the State Department. 

Also present from the State Department were Dean Pittman of the Legislative Affairs 
office, and Mary Comfort of the legal oounsel’s oSice. 

Background 

Horowitz worked in the Beijing embassy in the nonimmigrant visa (“NIV”) 
section fi'om January 1994 until December 1995. Horowitz served under Richard Haynes 
and Charles Parish during the time that he was in Beijing. 

Parish’s Conduct 

Horowitz stated that Parish did keep a separate set of application files in his 
ofiBce. Junior officers complained about this fectto Dan Piccuta, head of ACS. When 
Piccuta confronted Parish about the files, Parish explained that he was keeping the 
duplicate files as a kind of anti-fraud tracking device. 

Horowitz stated that when a senior officer overturns an application rejection by a 
junior officer, it is usual to provide an explanation of why it was overturned. Horowitz 
had many of his decisions overturned and never received an explanation from Parish. 
After a while, the Consul General, Mecias, began to require that any time a rejection was 
overturned, there had to be a written explanation. This change was implemented solely 
because Parish so frequently overturned junior officers’ rejections without explanation. 

People who tried to complain about Parish were “squashed.” Horowitz stated that 
while Parish could be friendly ^ gregarious, when challenged, he would “put his 
Marine uniform quite quickly.” The office generally dealt with Parish by maneuvering 
behind his back, and trying to limit the damage that he caused. Toward the end of 
Parish’s stay, Mecias, Piccuta, and Horowitz frequently met to discuss how to limit fire 
damage that Parish was causing. 

Complaints About Parish 

Complaints about Parish began early in his tenure. However, the Consul General, 
Mecias, wanted to keep the problems internal. Hovrever, eventually, stories about Parish 
got oirtside into the rest of the embassy. 

The embassy’s diplomatic security people had been tracking the Parish situation 
informally. DS knew that there was some sort of problem with Parish. 

Parish and Mecias had had several “closed-door sessions” r^arding Parish’s 
conduct, and Horowitz indicated that Parish would generally listen to Mecias. Horowitz 
believes that he first complained about Parish to Mecias in November or December of 
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1994. Horowitz had likely complained infomKilly to Dan Piccuta even earlier. Horowitz 
stated that there was a denial on Mecias part for a long time regarding Parish. Piccuta 
was more active in getting the embassy to take some action regarding Parish. 

Starting the in the fall of 1994, Horowitz became Parish’s deputy. This vras 
largely an administrative position, and it became a position that was rotated among the 
junior officers. The junior officers used this position to minimize the collateral damage 
that Parish’s behavior was causing. 

Parish’s Dealings with Chinese 

Parish traveled a fair amount. He was sent to several offices on State Department 
business, and he also traveled in China on personal travel. Horowitz recalls Parish telling 
him that he was going to visit the Sichuan province to see the Three Gorges area. When 
Parish returned, he was very disappointed because he had never left Beijing. Whoever 
Parish was traveling with took him around to a series of banquets in Beijing, rather than 
taking him to the Three Gorges. Horowitz believes that it was a person from a travel 
agency that was taking Parish around. Horowitz stated that this story showed a certain 
naivete on Parish’s part, no recognizing that many Chinese wanted to take a powerful 
American official around to banquets, without Parish realizing. 

Parish had many Chinese ftiends, but Horowitz believes that most were fiiends 
simply because of his position. 

Parish had many gifts in his office, and the junior officers would joke that 
Parish’s office looked like a gift shop. Parish was quite open about receiving gifts ftxrm 
the Chinese. Mecias had discussions with Parish about this. Horowitz also visited Parish 
at his apartment once or twice. He recalls that long after Parish had moved in, it looked 
like Parish had just gotten there - there were many boxes still lying around. 

Horowitz knows that Parish had Chinese girlfriends, but doesn’t think that he 
lived with anyone. 

Horowitz has no specific recollection of dealing with COFCO or Elizabeth Marm. 
Johtmy Chung 

Horowitz might have met Johtmy Chung in Beijing. After his tour in Beijing, 
Horowitz went to Hong Kong. As part of his work time, Horowitz looked for records 
relating to Chung. From reviewing those documents, it appeared that Chtmg had been to 
the consulate diere as weU. 

Horowitz saw Parish’s picture from the fundraiser, which had Parish standby 
between dte President and Vice President 
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Parish Investigation 

Horowitz was contacted by Diplomatic Security and the Inspeetor General during 
their investigation of Parish, but the FBI never contacted him. 
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INTERVIEW OF CHRIS HEGADORN 

On June 1 4, 1 999, David Kass, Kevin Davis, and Michael Y aeger of the 
Government Reform Committee interviewed Chris Hegadom of the State Department. 
Also present from the State Department were Dean Pittman of the Legislative Affairs 
office, and Mary Comfort of the legal counsel’s ofSce. 

Background 

Hegadom served in the Beijing embassy from Febraary 1994 until late May 1996. 
Hegadom served as a junior officer in the nonimmigrant visa (“NIV”) section. Hegadom 
explained that there were three main duties in the U.S. consulate in China: (1) 
nonimmigrant visas for Chinese individuals visiting the U.S.; (2) American Citisen 
Services (“ACS”), for U.S. citizens visiting China; and (3) immigrant visas. MV and 
ACS were handl^ in the U.S. consulate in Beijing, and immigrant visas were handled in 
Guangzhou. 

When Hegadom started, Richard Haynes was in charge of NIV , and Arturo 
Mecias was the Consul General, overseeing NIV, IV, and ACS. Dan Piccuta was the 
officer in charge of ACS. Shortly after Hegadom’s arrival, Haynes was replaced with 
Charles Parish. 

Hegadom then explained his duties under Haynes. Hegadom and the other NIV 
junior officers would interview visa applicants. The main purpose of the interviews and 
the applications was to determine whether the individuals would return to China. Haynes 
would supervise the junior officers. He would work the visa window if other officers 
were out sick. Generally, he would only handle NIV applications of high-profile 
individuals when there was a particular political interest in their case. Haynes would 
review the junior officers work, and had the right to overturn refusals made by junior 
officers. 

No Contacls by Other Investigators 

When asked wdio had contacted him about Charles Parish, Hegadom stated that he 
had never been contacted by the FBI, State Department Diplomatic Security, or the 
Inspector General’s office. Hegadom did speak some with the RSO while he was on post 
in Beijing regarding Parish. 

Parish’s Handling of Visa Applications 

Parish’s handling of the NTV office was very different from Haynes’. Parish 
would often stand behind the junior officers while iey worked on the visa lines. Parish 
also spent more time re-interviewing qiplicants that had been rejected by the junior 
officers. Parish would have his assistant, Ms. Yang, call individuals that had been 
rejected, and schedule them for le-interviews. Parish would conduct these re-interviews 
either sua sponte, or based igion a formal petition by the rejected applicant 
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-Hegadom stated that it was common for American citizens to make introductions 
of visa applicants to the officer reviewing the application. Hegadom stated that while it 
was common, &ey tried to not let it influence their judgement. 

Parish kept his own set of files regarding a number of visa applicants. This was 
abnormal, and Haynes did not keep any such files. At first. Parish kept a number of 
original visa application folders in his office. After complaints fiom junior staff, Parish 
eventually agreed to keep duplicate files in his office. Ms. Yang, a Chinese citizen who 
worked at the embassy as Parish’ assistant, kept the files. The junior officers did not 
complain about Parish keeping duplicate files, and complained only to the extent that it 
interfered with their work. 

Parish explained his contact with Chinese citizens by saying that he was interested 
in Chinese students, photography, art, and was trying to keep in touch with what was 
going on in Chinese society. 

Hegadom stated that Parish’s handling of visa applications was no secret, 
especially to the Chinese. Hegadom did see an article in a local Chinese magazine 
indicating that it was easy to get a visa from Parish. Hegadom also indicated that he 
heard that the Chinese had a nickname for Parish, “Lao Hei,” or “Old Black.’’ This 
nickname was used in the context of describing that “lao hei” was a good person to get a 
visafiom. 

The two rumors that Hegadom and the other junior officers heard about Parish 
were first, that he was very lenient in granting visas, especially to students, and second, 
that he had a preference for yoimg attractive women, and would grant visas to them, in 
addition to engaging in personal relationships with them. 

When asked about the accounting system at the embassy, Hegadom stated that 
applicants paid $20 before entering the line at the embassy. There was never any 
problem with theft of these funds, to Hegadom’s knowledge. 

Hegadom would have several of his refusal decisions a week overturned by 
Parish. (Hegadom stated that the NIV office would handle between 400 and 600 
Explications a day.) Other junior officers were overturned at the SEune rate, and had 
similar problems with Parish. 

Hegadom stated that Parish generally thought that leniency was the best policy 
with visa issuance. If there was any doubt. Parish would generally err in favor of 
granting the visa. He believed that the INS would discover any problems if a person 
overstayed file rfsa. 
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Parish’s Contacts with Chinese 

When asked about Parish’s relationships with the local Chinese, Hegadom did 
state that he saw Parish out at Chinese bard on occasion, but Hegadom did not go out 
very much, so he wouldn’t know how often Parish was out. Parish would tell others in 
the embassy that he had been out with various Chinese, and he also made it clear that he 
had personal relationships with Chinese women. 

When asked about Parish’s travel, Hegadom stated that Parish was sent on 
temporary duty to Guangzhou to work in the visa office, and he was also sent to the 
Chinese border to work with the Harry Wu situation. 

Hegadom has no specific recollection of any dealings with COFCO. It was 
cotmnon for the embassy to receive applications through the foreign ministry, sponsored 
by various state-owned Chinese companies. These applications were generally granted. 

Johnny Chung 

Hegadom has no specific recollection of meeting Jolmny Chung. He does 
remember receiving computer training in Chinese language software, but he does not 
remember who gave the training. Updating the office’s software was a big priority of 
Parish’s. 

Once, Parish returned from a trip to the U.S., and had a photo of himself standing 
with the President. Parish went to the U.S. with Ms. Yang. Hegadom believes that 
Parish arranged for her visa. 

Hegadom named the other officers that he served with in Beijing: Paul Horowitz, 
Richard Gaffm, Kai Ryssdahl, Stephanie Fossan, Evan Betzer, and Ann McConnell. 

Parish’s Receipt of Gifts 

Hegadom does not recall hearing anything about Parish receiving money from 
visa applicants. Asked whether Parish lived beyond his means, Hegadom stated that 
Beijing was very cheap, and it would be difficult to tell. 

There were a number of gifts in Parish’s office. There were constantly gifts 
coming into the office, but there was a strict prohibition against receiving gifts over $20 
in value. However, the junior officers were told to take no gifts, even if they were below 
$20. However, Parish had many gifts in his office, including a large painting. 

Investigation of Parish 

At the time that Hegadom was leaving in May 1 996, the DCM and the 
Ambassador became aware of Parish. The main embassy was in a separate building, and 
was therefore isolated from the problems. The junior officers in NIV had complained to 


3 



114 


Piccuta, who was head of ACS. iMeoias, who oversaw Parish, was not interested in 
hearing the junior officers’ complaints. 

When Fossaa and Ryssdahl came to Bdjing in the Spring of 1996, they helped 
bring the complaints about Parish to a new level. The junior officers met with Hallford, 
the DCM, and complained about Parish. Once Hallford found out how serious it was, he 
took action. However, Hegadom and others had been complaining for a long time (to 
others) without any action. 

Hegadom never heard of much follow-np being done in the Parish investigation 
once Parish left Beijing. 
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OUTSIDE THE EMBASSY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

Hundreds of applicants line up for visas outside the American 
Embassy located in Xiu Shui Dong Jie early in 3am or 4am. 

With red bands on their arms, an old guy named Chang and his 
wife keep the line order. Quite a lot of folding tools are 
prepared for the applicants. They collect one Yuan from each 
person for the service of number registration and folding 
tools. Some old, sick, disabled or worldly-wise persons often 
pay the Old Chang 40 to 50 Yuan for the early numbers without 
being noticed. 

The Chang family's daily income is around 400 to 500 Yuan, 
around 10,000 per month. Sometimes more, sometimes less. Like 
days before, the government's agencies closed due to the 
unreached agreements between the American Congress and 
Government so the embassy didn' t issue any visas . Things 
lasted for 1 month and the old Chang had no income for that 
month. However, the Old Chang didn't look anxious. Loss of 
last month will be recovered in this. one. Applicants waiting 
for two months look especially crowded outside. Due to the 
hard efforts by the Old Chang, a moving Chinese "hugh dragon" 
calmed down while waiting for the embassy door open in the 
chilly wind. 

People whispered when they were waiting: 

"How many times have you been here for the visa?" 

"Is it not easy during these days?" 

"It depends on which diplomat! The 'black' one is easier and 
it's hard to say for the 'white' one." 

"Sometimes the 'white' one is also kind, like window 6, the guy 
with blue eyes and blond hair." 

"What should I do if I can't speak English?" 

"These Americans are all sinologues sound like that 'Da Shan' 
on TV. " 

Some of them have been refused many times. They are familiar 
with each other. Having exchanged the experience, summed up 
the lessons and found out the characters of these American 
diplomats, they prepared well for the challenge. 

When it's getting light, people excited again, standing up from 
the stool. The others followed without any hesitation. 
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people standing there for 1 or 2 hours like they are here to 
purchase new market stocks. For not knowing when the door will 
be open, some of them don't dare to go to WC. An old man 
hesitated: 

"Is there still enough time to go to the WC?" 

He had no idea who he was asking for. 

Some warm-hearted person answered him: "Just stick on a while 
otherwise you'll waste these hours for lining up." 

Then abuses shouted up from the queue: "Why don't they make a WC 
outside? seems much piss in the cold days . " 

Some of them could' t stand it then went to the corner of the 
building to release. But most people had suffered for their 
self-esteem. 

Afterwards, several had been informed to enter the little room. 

The Old Chang and his wife called the numbers on the list. The 
line moved slowly. 

Applicants had to line up for the 170 Yuan application fee. 

Some had to pay 1000 Yuan for the multi-entry visa fee. After 
that, they needed to fill out the forms and wait for the 
interview. 

It seems there is only one most important point for the visa 
standard "anti-immigration". So all questions and dialogues are 
based on this . 

An old lady wanted to visit her daughter in the States. The 
young American with big nose, blue eyes asked her: 

"What's your purpose to the States?" 

"To visit my daughter. She's giving birth. Difficult labor." 

The young American was confused with "difficult labor". He 
asked seriously again. 

The old lady answered impatiently : "That means not easy to give 
birth. Baby's hip came out first." 

The American consul still confused: "Where should be out first?" 
"Head, head first, you understand!" 

"Yeh, it must be dangerous. Why you go there alone? Where is 
your husband?" 

"Passed away long time ago." 
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"Anyone related to you here in China?" 

"Son and 'sun zi' are both in China. How could I immigrate?” 

"What do you mean 'sun zi'? Is that an insulting word?" 

The old lady explained to the young consul patiently: "It' s not 
a insulting word. 'sun zi' is my grandson. Not a slang." 

The American consul learned something new and very happy. He 
repeated sun zi' grandson. OK, you passed." 

Next was a young man being refused to study abroad for many 
times. The entrance time had passed; He had to try an idea 
taught by the others. 

He came to the window, standing straightly, with right hand on 
his chest, then song American anthem. So the other American 
consuls had to stand up and song together. After that, the 
interview began . 

Staring at his eyes, nothing special, the consul asked him: "Why 
did you sing our anthem?" 

The young man said: "The American and the Chinese are friendly, 
it couldn't be exclusive, I'd like to study modem technics 
from the American people. I hope you'll support me." 

"OK!" visa's issued. 

Of course, some inapplicable applicants are quite rude. A 
middle-aged man in Western dress, holding cellular phone, 
shouted in the embassy :" Damn it! We are doing the science 
research. Your prograrae couldn't be done without our help." 

The consul reviewed his forms and refused him. He was given the 
reason through the microphone: "Sir, you have no proper reason. 
You wife has no fixed income in the States and couldn't afford 
you. Please go out, otherwise we have to force you." 

At this time, several Negro soldiers appeared beside him, he 
had to leave angrily. 

Most of the refused applicants are assumed as immigration 
intendency. There are misunderstandings in some of them. 
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A single old man had been refused to visit his son for several 
times. He had no option. That morning, he sat in the 
wheel-chair and told the consul.- “I have to take medication for 
my legs in the States. Here is the notice from the American 
hospital. I believe that only the American doctors can cure my 
legs and I was told the sooner the better.* The consul issued 
him the visa. 

When he picked up the yellow visa sheet, he stood up 
immediately, and said sarcastically: "I'm the doctor myself.^ 
I've cured many foreigners' sickness. The treatment condition 
in the States is much better' but the technics is not as good as 
ours. He left the wheel-chair and walked quickly away. 

For sure, the happiest is the Old Chang. For he knows those 
been refused will be back here some day, and that's the way his 
fortune comes from. The board in the fee collection place of 
the embassy is said "welcome next time". 

The Old Chang's income is small potato compared with the 
embassy's. The income of visa fees per day is tens of thousand, 
and hundreds of thousand for one month. It is a good way of 
earning during the days full of disputes between the American 
Congress and Government. 

But it's a big expense for Chinese who are willing to go to the 
States, let alone standing in the chilly wind for ten hours. 
Some of them have to pay more than thounds yuan even ten 
thousands yuan for the transportation- fee . 

Actually here is another fact couldn't be ignored: "The foreign 
students studying abroad are outstanding ones here in China. 

The Chinese government paid much on them and after they 
finished their studies they become the tax payer of the 
American Government . 

Look at this long line. When it could be shorten? When the 
"dragon" could turn it's head back? 

Is this the way paving to the heaven or to the hell? 


Article from magazine "Beijing Chronicle" April, 1996 
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Mr. Ambassador 

U.S.Embassy 

People's Republic of China 


David Chen 

Chlnese-American Association 
525 Market St. SuH1008 


September 28, 1995 


Dear Mr. Ambassador 

When I was on vacation in Peking last month i have gotten a lot complains regarding the illegal 
activities in you visa office. Some of your employees sell the visa to the citizen of China, the others 
receive bnbe. 

This is involved not only the Chinese translators but also the vice consul. They received the money 
and the valuable gift from the Chinese persons who eagerly want to get visa to America for varies 
reasons included the economic criminal. The price of each visa is from $20,000 to $30,000 
(U.S.Dollars) that is 30 years’ income of the average Chinese people. 

Kindly make the necessary investigate and acUon against the Illegal actions, to defend the Interest 
of America as well as the Chinese people. 


Very truly yours. 




David Chen 
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Embassy of (he United States of America 


September II, 1995 


M E M O R A N D IM 

TO: CONS - Charles M. Parish 

FROM; CONS - Arturo S. Macias (jL* 
SUBJECT: Visa’ Issuance 


1 have been given to believe that on Friday, September 8, you issued a number of visas to 
some secondary schoo' exchange students from Guangxi Province to participate in some 
sort of exchange program in the United States. 

J do not know if tl.ls is ttiic, but if it is, I consider this highly inuppropriate. 

In ftitine, J want you to confer with me before making a decision to issue visas to out-of- 
district applicants. p,uticuiarly when they are in a category which we would consider 
problematic even if they lived in our own district. 
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INTERVIEW OF DONALD SCHURMAN 
July 9, 1999 

On July 9, 1999, at the State Department, David Kass, Kevin Davis, and Kristen 
Amerling interviewed Don Schurman. Dean Pittman and Mary Comfort were present 
from the State Department. 

Background 

From February 1995 until October 1997, Schurman was the Regional Security 
Officer at the Beijing Embassy. He currently is the Division Chief for the Overseas 
Operation Group for Technical Security. 

As Regional Security Officer, Schurman’s primary responsibility was protection 
of embassy personnel, and protection of classified information. Schurman was 
responsible for all of China and Mongolia, which included four consulates and two 
embassies. Schurman had under his supervision one assistant, two engineers, two 
seabees, and 13 Marines. Schurman’ s responsibilities included dealing with the security 
concerns of local Americans as well, such as visiting businessmen, tourists, and 
Americans living in Beijing. 

Complaints About Parish 

When asked when he first heard complaints about Parish, Schurman stated that 
had heard early in his tenure that Parish was easy to get visas from, especially if you were 
a young, attractive woman. Part of Schutman’s job was interviewing all embassy 
personnel who were leaving the embassy. In Sehurman’s first six months, a departing 
visa officer complained that Parish was giving out visas to attractive young women. 
Schurman looked into this issue, and learned about the visa issuance process. He found 
that it was highly discretionary, and difficult to make decisions in a very short time 
period. He also stated that the INS still had the authority to turn away individuals with a 
visa. After conducting this review, Schurman decided that there was no allegation of any 
illegal action against Parish, and did not look into the matter any fiirther. He did not 
interview Parish regarding these allegations. Schurman states that he did not find these 
allegations illegal or even troubling. 

Schurman continued to hear that Parish was lenient in granting visas, especially to 
certain groups of people. Schurman was also aware of the Chinese magazine article 
stating that Parish was a good person to see if you wanted a visa. However, Schimnan 
states that he did not find these matters troubling, and he did not look into them. 

Schurman states that during this period of time, he never heard any allegations that Parish 
was issuing visas for money or sex. 

Non-Fraternization PoBcy 
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When Schurman started as RSO in Beijing, there was a strict non-fratemization 
policy. However, during the time he was in Beijing, the policy was changed so that staff 
were required to report the fact if they entered into a sexual relationship with a Chinese 
citizen. The purpose of the change was to allow the Embassy to keep track of who was in 
contact with the Chinese, and to warn them about the perils of such relationships. It was 
a personnel violation if an Embassy employee entered into a sexual relationship with a 
Chinese citizen without reporting it to the Embassy. 

Schurman states that he never heard that Parish was involved in sexual 
relationships with Chinese. He also states that he was never told anything about Parish 
being in sexual relationships with Chinese by either Scott Hallford or Arturo Macias. 
Schurman confirmed that either Hallford or Macias should have told him if they were 
aware of any problems relating to Parish's issuance of visas (that went beyond mere 
leniency) or any problems relating to Parish having sexual relationships with Chinese. 

Investigation of Parish Begins 

In April 1 996, Hallford held a dinner for the junior officers in the visa section. 

The officers told Hallford that there were numerous problems in the visa section. The 
next morning, Hallford told Dan Piccuta and Schurman that there were allegations 
against Parish. These allegations went beyond leniency. Schurman recalls that the 
allegations included Parish processing visa applications from outside the district covered 
by the Beijing embassy. The embassy had started this policy to prevent individuals 
rejected in one district from coming to another consulate to get a visa. The other 
allegations that Schurman recalled were that Parish received a lavish birthday party from 
a travel agency that sponsored many visa applications. There was also some concern 
with Parish’s travel to the U.S. with Chinese citizens. 

Hallford asked Schurman and Piccuta to pursue this matter. Piccuta had a list of 
problems relating to Parish that he had previously. Schurman believes that Piccuta had 
given this list to Macias. Schurman recalls that frie list included out of district visa 
issuances, the birthday party, granting visas to individuals sponsored by the travel 
agency, and receipt of gifts from visa applicants. 

Review of Parish’s Office 

The first thing that Schurman did when starting this investigation was to seal 
Parish’s office, and change the locks. At the time. Parish was away on a vacation. 

Schurman looked throv^ Parish’s office. Most of the gifts were described by 
Schurman as “knickknacks” or “junk.” He did see some cufflinks which he estimated 
were in the $200-300 price range. The office was packed with files and other materials. 
Parish had many documents, including original visa applications, in his office. Parish’s 
explanation of these files was that he was tracking individuals he has issued visas to. In 
his files, Parish had letters from travel agencies and individuals explaining that they had 
returned to China from the U.S. Parish also had many duplicates of visa applications in 
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his office. Parish also had a large credenza that was full of files on various Chinese 
companies, and backup information on various students. Schurman never conducted an 
inventory on what was in the office, and he never photographed the office. 

In searching the office, Schurman also found a large stack of e-mails between 
Parish and Chinese students for whom Parish had issued visas. Schurman also found a 
statement from a Hong Kong bank account in Parish’s name. Schurman did not take 
much interest in the account, since it only had $100 in it. 

After seeing the volume of material in the office, he did cable Diplomatic Security 
to ask them to send a person to Beijing to help him with the investigation. DS never sent 
anyone to assist Schurman. Schurman believes that DS didn’t send anyone because 
Parish wasn’t a major problem. 

Schurman spent a few weekends and evenings review the material in Parish’s 
office. Schurman never finished reviewing the material in Parish’s office. The consulate 
wanted Parish’s space very badly, so Schurman took what he believed to be the most 
relevant documents, and boxed them in a closet in his office. Everything else in Parish’s 
office was destroyed. The materials that were not destroyed were as follows: one box of 
documents relating to the travel agency, one stack of e-mails between Parish and visa 
recipients (4-5 inches thick), and one stack of original visa applications (1 or 2 inches 
thick), and one box of gifts and personal correspondence. All of Parish’s files on Chinese 
companies, and most of his duplicate visa applications were destroyed. In addition, the 
original visa applications that Schurman took from Parish’s office were destroyed, since 
they were over a year old. Schurman also took no steps to keep old visa applications 
from being destroyed, and there was no effort to discover which visa applications Parish 
had granted. 

Schurman states that he allowed these records to be destroyed because the 
investigation appeared to be going nowhere. 

Schurman states that he never heard anything about a Marine catching Parish 
trying to smuggle materials out of his office after it was sealed. He also never heard that 
Parish had been in his office shortly before the investigation began, shredding materials. 

Schurman was asked if he ever searched Parish’s apartment, and he responded 
that this would be a “touchy matter,” and he did not. 

Interview of Parish 

After conducting their investigation, Schurman and Piccuta interviewed Parish. 
Parish defended his practices, and denied that he ever accepted money or sex in exchange 
for visas. Parish denied any relationship with his Chinese secretary, Mrs. Yang. Parish 
admitted that he went to a party held for him by the travel agency, but told Schurman that 
many other junior visa officers went with him, and accepted gratuities there as well. 
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Parish admitted that he had accepted various gifts, and violated ethical rules, but said that 
he had to accept them. Parish tried to defend himself. 

Meeting with Sasser 

After the Parish interview, Schurman and Hallford met with Ambassador Sasser. 
Sasser wanted to proceed cautiously. Hallford assured Sasser that they should ask Parish 
to curtail from the Embassy. Sasser was concerned that Parish might file an EEO 
complaint if they asked him to curtail. However, Sasser was convinced to go along. 

Parish’s Curtailment 

After checking with Sasser, Hallford and Schurman met with Parish, and asked 
him to curtail, or Sasser would “withdraw his confidence” from Parish. Parish seemed to 
be surprised, and seemed to think that the Embassy would not take any action against 
him. Schurman states that the only thing that the Embassy could do to Parish is ask him 
to curtail or withdraw its confidence. As for personnel action against Parish, or firing 
him, the State Department would have to do that. Schurman believes that Piccuta had 
discussions with the main State Department about these issues. 

Complaints About Scfaurman’s Investigation 

Schurman was asked if there were any complaints about the way he conducted the 
investigation of Parish at post. Schurman stated that many of the junior officers wanted 
Parish to be found guilty of something. Schumian would tell them to give him evidence, 
but no one ever gave him evidence of illegal acts by Parish. Schurman remembers Kai 
Ryssdal as one of the major agitators against Parish. 

Schurman stated that there were never any other individuals at the visa section 
under suspicion in the visa section as part of the Parish investigation. Schurman is 
unaware of allegations made regarding “Mrs. Zhao,” or a U.S. employee at the embassy 
“Paul” regarding the sale of visas. Schurman did state that Parish was the only Afiican- 
American at the visa section. 

Schurman did not interview all of the junior officers at the embassy as part of his 
Parish investigation. It was Schurman’s understanding that Piccuta was supposed to 
compile all of the allegations against Parish. Schurman does believe that either he or 
Piccuta conducted formal interviews of the junior officers. Rather, they spoke with them 
socially, and compiled the facts they needed. 

Review of Parish Materials by DS and OIG 

When Schurman left Beijing in October 1997, he left the material he had taken 
from the Parish office in his office. At that time, no one from DS or the OIG had looked 
at it. In October 1997, personnel from the OIG were at the embassy on a tegular visit, 
and when they asked about the status of the Parish matter, Schurman offered them a look 
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at the materials he had boxed up. Schurman states that they recoiled when he showed 
them a box of documents. 

Schurman does not recall faxing any of the Parish documents to DS during their 
investigation, although he did dens cables with information relating to Parish. After he 
left Beijing, Schurman does believe that the Parish materials were requested by DS. 

Miscellaneous 

Schurman was interviewed by Natalie Murphy of the State lO’s office. 

Schurman also saw the recent L.A. Times article regarding Parish. 

DS never informed Schurman of any other allegations against Parish. 

Schurman never thought of sending ail of the Parish documents to D.C, instead of 
destroying them. 

Schurman does not recall checking with anyone before having the Parish 
documents destroyed, although, he “would like to think that he did.” 
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Waiban (FAO) and Travel Agency cases issued under questionable circurostances. 

« Batches 828/335; 829/335; 83 1/335 total of q^proxhntUeiy 26 applicants fitnn various 

provinces including fl large number of fujimese, issued 4 Dec 95, eiectronically adjudicated 
by CMP. Issuance oecured after a CoooiTnoted that several passports 8^>eared to be 
photsubbed or altered. Passports did not have proper exit cards os well. Croup was requested 
but l^ed to provide Chinese ID cards verifying identities. Cases submitted by to CMP 
directly by a Taiwan national who claimed to be afOliated wHh CP&TTTS TVavel Agency; 
groups were ''turned aFouncT (denied entry) by IKS on arrival due to clear intent to work. 
Subsequent telephone investigation reves!^ ^at the person who delivered the cases to the 
Consular Section was not employed by CP&TITS travel agency. Case involved alleged sbeut 
term English language course at LCP Im*I in bvine, CA- Ihe group appears to have bera 
broken into sev^ small groups sem nn different airhxics. 

» Batcii 843/011 total of Fujianese traveling to WashDC fortraining. OF-156 VisaApplicauMS 
show no indication of o^icer action. Electronically adjudicated 11 Jan 96 by CMP. OF'156. 
Group delivered to Consular Section by Otina Travti Agency (further discussed 
below). 

• Batch 594/026. Groiqr turned around by INS for clear work intonL INS reports diis group of 
Fujianese, and another 10*20 such groups, arriving New Ymk to an address of^osito die 
Fukien American Association. Batch electnmicaJly adjudicated by CMP. 

• No ihdicaUtm o/namtcheck on this group (visas were issued over deteired naioecbeck). 
which would be a violation of taw. 

• JIANG Liuping. Issued Dec 95 for LCP (see above) English course and “visit trade center.” 
Dates for “trade Ktivuies" in USA * Christmas eve and Christmas d^. 

• Li Xiaoc(un. Application submitted for B^l visa via Waiban channel and refused 214b. 
Application rc*subrained as F-T (dates uaejear): Usued by CMP* 

• Batch 686/008 Zhu Xiaohoa and Liu Qing. Refused as 314b Dec 12, 1995^ Husband and wife 
reapplied and issued by CMP. Date of application not shown on 0P*I56 indicates applicatioo 
probably NOT received at front window where data is stamped on receipt. 

• Batch 658/345 issued OecK, 1995. Yu hong and 15*yearo)dson WangFenju issued B*) to 
purchase S32.000 single fitmily hmne (“a few blocks from Shu Duan Restaurant*^ ^ Niagara 
Ftlb. NY. 


Issuance of Previously Refused Cases 

• U Hui. Refused twice in Beijing on 1/23 and 2/13/96 for clear work inteat based upon 
correspondence and reputation of Chinese sisga Wei Wei (and AmCb husband, who have 
tbemseives previously obtained NTV visa for Wei Wei in order for Wd Wei to now adjust in 
the US). Visa issued 2/23 by CMP. Applicant was turned around by INS for clear work intent 

• XU Wuping. Jiangsu applicant issued 12/15/95 despite 12/4/95 Shanghai refusal; no check 
with Shanghai. Numerous other slinilar coses of issuance over prior refusal witii no Vim 
Alpha toquiry made. 

• YANG Yuelin. Sevenyears old. Refused twice, 7/11/95 and 7/6/95. /wuerfF-f (batch 
700/208) by CMP on 7/27/95. 
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riflV-0B-96 NON 06:02 PH US EtlBWSV BEIJING 


Activities Grring Rise to Appearance of Impropriety 



• V)sa(s) issued to person(5) with whom CMP had sexual relations, 

• China Swan TiaveJ Agency official told Conoff he was “not receiving proper cooperation.’ 
Chinese NTV stuff member alleges China Swan, after entmalning CMP and other staff 
mcmtwts, routinely requested staff mnnben place visa applications “on CMP’s desk and 
nowhere else" apparently to ensure issuance. 


tf 

a 


• Joint “birthday party" hosted by Keai Estate Sates firtn at whose request visas issued. 


Expensive pens, watches, tie(s), clockfs) and other gifts. Opfniofl of all conofS. numerous 
officeTs of other embassy sections, and (it seems) many Chinese staff that attractive female 
epplicanB arc given preference and cases fevorably considered by CMP including issuance 
over prior refusal. 


• Application* accepted by CMP ant^Of Ms. Yang and numerous applicants interviewed in Er 
Ban offtce despite CC ban on such activities. 


• Interviewing oflQcen told: “rii get my visa from Charles Perub** by Kveral applicants. 

• Report of dinner with Chinese Consular officer in Los Angeles »ekingF'l visa for dau^ter 
in violation of visa law and regulations. Appearance » PRC officials that visa that cannot be 
issued can be obtained through CMP. 

• Visa issued to staff member (Ms. Yang} with no advance notice to CG. Chinese itaffbelicvc 
ticket may have been issued at discount not available to general public, by China Express 
Int’I T^vei Agency. Another Chinese woman included in this poup of J. 

• April issue of Beijing JiShiMagaiine includes an article on visa ippli^on at US 
Embassy with interviews of applicants from NIV queue Report concludes “if ytni get (CMP), 
the visa is easy to obtain 


• Many doien OF- 1 56 forms for issued visas kept in CMP ofTice, in private file cabinet or on 
Yang’s desktop. Apparently some kind of ‘traeking” of peraoos issued by CMP but outside vf 
mandated filing of OF*l56s issued each day. OF-156 forms fiw issued visas in cases Oft 
which INS has recucsted additional information cannot be located is Consular Section’s files 
OB a weekly, if not more often, basis. 

• Issued B-l to an actress afterjunior conoff had researched FAM, mformed by CMP and 
interested USIS officer, that a P- 1 was ^propoaie nod could not be iwued wtopui an 
approved petition. CMP stated reason for issuing in clear violation of FAM: "Tlie system is 
broken, soinetimes we have to take things into our own hands." 


• Dweiag lessons for Chinese suflT provided by FESCO to vu* staff. Computer troining for 
Chinese staff arranged without proper, prior obligatiOT of USG funds. 

• Issued 3 B-2 tourist visas to PAP officials who, according to US DAO sources, "arrived in US 

with suitcases full of cash." OF-156 had no indication of ruason issued. Case brought to 
Consular acteotioo iny DAO Brad Genes noting that USC Military Intel had questioned 
issusnceof those visas. 
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UNCLAS DS CHANNEL SECSTATE 102289 


Laserl : 

ACTION: RSO-2 
INFO: //ZERO/I 

DISSEMINATION: DS 
CHARGE: PROG 

VZCZCBJ0112 
RR RUEHBJ 

DE RUEHC #2289 1372116 
ZNR UUUHU ZZH 
R 162109Z MAY 96 
FM SECSTATE WASHDC 
TO AMEMBASSY BEIJING 3952 
BT 

UNCLAS STATE 102289 

DS CHANNEL FOR RSO FROM DS/CR/VF 

E.O. 12958: N/A 
TAGS : ASEC 

SUBJECT: . V-96-00066 

REF: A. SCHURMAN 5/16/96 E-MAIL B. BEIJING 14059 

1. THIS CASE HAS NOT YET BEEN BROUGHT BEFORE AN AUSA FOR 
PROSECUTION.. HOWEVER, HEADQUARTERS HAS CONSULTED WITH AN 
AUSA TO REQUEST GUIDANCE CONCERNING THE ISSUES RAISED IN 
REFTEL A. THE MEETING PLANNED FOR FRIDAY SHOULD BE 
LIMITED STRICTLY TO THE PERSONNEL DECISION POST 
MANAGEMENT HAS MADE. PARAGRAPH 6 IN REFTEL B APPEARS TO 
BE THE GROUNDS FOR THE ACTIONS MADE BY POST . THE SUBJECT 
SHOULD NOT BE QUESTIONED IN ANY WAY ABOUT HIS POSSIBLE 
CRIMINAL. ACTIVITY. ANY QUESTIONS 

RELATED TO HIS POSSIBLE CRIMINAL INVOLVEMENT COULD 
JEOPARDIZE A FUTURE PROSECUTION. HEADQUARTER'S MAIN 
CONCERN IS THAT THE SUBJECT COULD CLAIM THAT HE WAS 
COMPELLED TO ANSWER ANY QUESTION ASKED OF HIM DURING THE 
MEETING. 

2. DS/CR/VF SUGGESTS THAT THE RSO PARTAKE IN THE MEETING 
TO ENSURE THE INTEGRITY OF THE INVESTIGATION. 

HEADQUARTERS HAS NO PROBLEMS INFORMING THE SUBJECT DURING 
THE MEETING THAT DS HAS OPENED A CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION 
LOOKING INTO SOME OF THE ALLEGATIONS. 

CHRISTOPHER 

BT 

#2289 

NNNN 


UNCLAS 


DS CHANNEL 


SECSTATE 102289 
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IMPROPER ACTIONS BY CHARLES PARISH 

MAJORITY STAFF REPORT 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 

In May 1999, the Committee lirst heard allegations from Johnny Chung regarding 
bribery, visa fraud, and odier irregularities at the U.S. Embassy in Beijing. After hearing 
these ^legations, tire Committee began an investigation into the matter. The Committee 
has learned that the Embassy’s former First Consul and Secretary, Charles M. Parish, was 
apparently engaged in widespread wrongdoing at the Embassy. Mr. Parish’s malfeasance 
ranges from apparent bribery, to improper receipt of gifts and gratuities, to violation of 
Embassy rules regarding fratemiaation with Chinese citizens. Mr. Parish has declined to 
submit to a voluntary interview by Committee staff, and has been subpoenaed to appear 
at Thursday’s hearing. In press accounts, Mr. Parish denied the most seriocK allegations 
against him, but admitted to an “appearance of impropriety." 

I. EVIDENCE THAT PARISH GRANTED VISAS TO PARTIES THAT 

PROVIDED HIM WITH MONEY, GIFTS, AND OTHER GRATOITIES 

IherB is substantial evidence that Charles Parish issued visas to parties that 
provided him with money, gifts, and other gratuities. Despite numerous specific 
allegations against Parish, only a few of these allegations have been investigated by the 
State Department 


A Allegations Made by Johnny Chung 

At a hearing on May 11. 1999, Jolmny Chung made a number of charges against 
Charles Parish. Chung met Parish in early 1 995, when he was trying to get a visa for He 
Yun Jei, Chairmai of die Haomen Bew Company, to come to die United States. Chung 
and Parish soon developed a close relationship in which Chung obtained visas from 
Parish, and Parish obtained favors from Chung. Chung estimated that Parish approved 
between 25 and 30 visas for his business associates. It was so easy for Chui% to grt visas 
through Parish that Chung soon found himself spending more time than he liked handling 
visa requests. Because be did not want to handle these requests, Chung closed bis 
Beijing office, and terminaled his relationship with Parish. Chung’s allegations, if true, 
constitute clear visa fraud on the {xut of Charles Parish. 

• Chung Witnessed Parish Being Provided Cash for Visas: At his Beijing 
apartment in 1 995, Chung witnessed the Chairman of the Haomen Beei Company 
give Parish a bag contaimng bundles of Chinese currency along with several 
Chinese passports that needed to be stamped with U.S. visas. While Chang only 
briefly saw the cash, he estimated that the shopping bag contained a bundle and a 
half of notes that mi^l have totaled $1 5,000. 

• Chung Took Parish to a DNC Event: Chung told the Committee that in 
September 1995, he took Parish, and Parish’s sister and girlfriend, along with Mr. 
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He and Mr. He’s girlfriend, to a DNC fiindraiser in Los Angeles. Chung took 
Parish and his guests to a private VIP r^eption with President Clinton. 

Attendance at this fundraiser cost a significant sum of money (a total of $20,000 
for the entire group), and Mr. Parish was allowed to attend free of charge by 
Chung. By accepting these tickets, Mr. Parish accepted a valuable gratuity from a 
party interested in receiving visas from him. Additionally, at this event. Parish 
insisted that Mr. He and Mr. He’s girlfriend have their pictures taken with 
President Clinton. This request resulted in the DNC soliciting Chung for an 
additional $70,000. 

• Chung Issued Letters of Invitation to the U.S. for Girlfriends of Parish: 

Chung told the Committee that at Parish’s request, Chung invited Chinese citizens 
who were Parish’s girlfriends to visit tiie U.S. Such an invitation letter is 
necessary for a Chinese citizen to receive a visa. This request sho>^ another 
example of Parish receiving something of value from a party interested in 
receivir^ visas from him. 

• Chung Provided Funds for Computer Training for Parish’s Secretary: At 
Parish’s request, Chung provided computer training to Liping Yang, Parish’s 
secretary. Providing this training cost Chui^ $500. 

• Chung Provided Tuition Money to Friends of Parish: Chung has infonned the 
Committee that in 1 995, he and Parish were riding in a car, w^ien Parish 
demanded that Chung pay the tuitionTor-a Chinese-student-who-waaatteoding 
school in the United States. According to Chung, Parish told Chung “you do it, 
and you do it now.” Chung understood Parish’s demand to mean tiiat Parish 
would not continue to issue visas for him if he refused to pay . -Accordii^y, 
Chung immediately asked his wife to get a cashier’s check, and take it to the 
registrar at California State-Los Angeles. The tuition money that Chung paid 
amounted to between $7,000 and $8,000. 

B. COFCO and BNU 

The Committee has learned that Parish received gifts and gratuities China 
National Cereals, Oils, and Foodstuffs Import and Export Corp. (“COFCO”), and its 
wholly-owned subsidiary, BNU Corp. COFCO is a Chinese state-ovracd conglomerate, 
and BNU is a real estate company operated in Phoenix, Arizona, by Elizabeth Mann. 
COFCO and BNU sponsored a number of visa applications, as officials from COFCO 
frequently visited BNU in Phoenix. Mann cultivated a relationship with Charles Parish 
as a way of ensuring that COFCO officials received visas from the Embassy. 

• COFCO Gave Gifts to Parish: Committee staff has interviewed the former Vice 
President of COFCO, Jay Ding, who was present when Mann presented Parish 
with a number of gifts. Ding is not aware what the gifts were, but saw Mann pass 
an envelope and several wrapped boxes to Parish ^rilile Parish was dining with 
COFCO and BNU officials in both Beijing and Phoenix. Ding also informed the 
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Committee that Mann mentioned a gold Rolex watch, and $2000 in casino chips 
in connection with Parish, although he is not certain that she gave either to Parish, 
and he was not present for any exchange. 

Free Accommodations given by COFCO: It is clear that Parish received some 
valuable gratuities from COFCO. In 1995 and 1996, Parish took vacations fiom 
his work at the Embassy and traveled in the United States. On one occasion. 
Parish was accompanied by two Chinese women, Ting Ji, and Liping Yang. 

Parish stayed for one week at the Palm Country Club, condominiums in Norwalk, 
California, owned by COFCO. Parish also stayed for another week at the Gloria 
Park Village, condominiums in Las Vegas, also owned by COFCO. Witnesses 
have also informed the Committee that Parish also stayed free of charge at 
anotiier COFCO property in Scottsdale, Arizona According to Jay Ding and 
other witnesses who worited at COFCO, Parish received luxury acconunodations 
while staying at COFCO properties. (Attachment 1 .) 

Stacks of Cash in Parish’s Room: The Ccanmittee also learned from Jay Ding 
that while Parish was staying at COFCO’s Palm Country Club in Norwalk, 
California, a cleaning lady who was cleaning his room found stacks of cash, 
approximately $ 10,000, in the room. She reported this to her supervisor, w*o in 
turn told Elizabeth Mann. Mann told the property manager to keep the 
housekeeper out of Parish’s room. Later, Maim attempted to provide additional 
explanation to the property manager by telling her that it was not unusual for 
Chinese to travel with alot of cash. 

Parish Processed Visas at COFCO’s Request: There is also evidence that 
Parish processed visas at the request of Elizabeth Mann. Several e-mails were 
found in Parish’s office indicating that Mann asked Parish to help issue a visa for 
Fuli Lin, the Vice Chairman of BNU, (Attachment 2) and that Lin successfully 
obtained his visa with Parish’s help. (Attachments.) There may have been many 
more instances of Parish issuing visas at Mann’s request, but because most of 
Parish’s records were destroyed by the Embassy’s Regional Security Officer 
(“RSO”), there is no way of definitively proving he did so. 

Ties Between COFCO and the Chinese Militaiy: It should be noted that 
COFCO and Elizabeth Mann have extensive ties to important figures and entities 
in the Chinese military. COFCO’s Palm Country Club property in Norwalk, 
California, is owned jointly with Dynasty Holdings, a company owned by the 
Chinese army. According to former COFCO employees, Mann and COFCO have 
extensive dealings with Dynasty Holdings, Poly Technologies, and Robert Ma. 

Ma and the two companies were involved in a plot to illegally smuggle Chinese- 
made AK-47S into the U.S. in 1996. Ma fled the U.S. before he could be indicted, 
and returned to China. Mann is also close friends with Wang Jun, who is a son of 
a former Chinese Vice President, and head of one of China’s largest 
conglomerates, CITIC. Wang Jun has close ties to the Chinese military, and 
attended a White House coffee that was arranged by Charlie Trie in February 
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1996. These ties between Parish, COFCO, and th^e Chinese military figures 
have never been, investigated by the State Departoent. 

C. Velnr Isvestmeitts 

Parish processed a number of visa implications for Veliff Investments, a firm that 
worked with w^lthy Chinese who wanted to purchase pmpKty in the U.S. Parish was in 
frequent contact wiA James Gotcher, an attorney for Velur. While there is no hard 
evidence that Parish m^e improper leqiwsts of Velur officials, after Parish had departed 
the Embassy, a Velur employee made a disturbing allegation against Parish. (See 
Attachment 4.) 

“ITic State Dqiartment memo imiicates that in March of 1 998, Cynfriia Bushman 
of Velur Investments, met with Dennis Halpin, Parish’s successor as head of the non- 
immigrant visa section. Bushman told Halpin diat she wanted to work with him in 
obtaimng visas, but that she wmited to be “above bo^d and follow proper prc»edm«, 
especially after happened with your predecessor [Parfeh].” When Halpin asked 
what had hsqspened, Bushman explained tibit there was a Filipiso-Americmi in California 
who had vrarked on visa prcKessing with Parish, and so “a lot of people in California are 
aware of what happened.” When ffelpin asked sf^ifically what she meant, Bushman 
stated ‘Visas for S-E-X.” 

ITse Committee has re<^iv«i no evidence that the State Department or the Office 
of fcspector General ha^follow^ i^ on the ^legations made by Ms. Bushman. Another 
tmuhling to is contained in the memo - it is titled ^'Another Report on Past Visa 
Malfeasance” (emphasis added). While this is the only memo of its type that was 
pmduced to the Comimtt€«, it appears that Mrs. Bushman’s d^ge was not die first of its 
kind iweived by the Embassy. 

D. David Chen 

In September 1995, David Chen of tlte Chinese-American Association in San 
Francisco, wrote to Ambassador Sasser. (Attachment 5.) In his letter, Mr. Chen stated 
that while he was in Beijii^, he heard many complaints ^ut the \isa section in the U.S. 
Embassy. Chen stated that; 

“[sjome of your employees ^ the visa to the citizen of China, the otoere 
receive kibe [sic]. This is involved [sic] not only the Chinese translators 
but also the vice consul. They received the money and the valuable gift 
from the Chinese persons who eagerly want to get visa to America for 
varies re^ns including the economic crimind [sic]. The price of each 
visa is from $20,000 to $30,000 (U.S. Dollars). . . 

While Parish’s position was Consul and First Secretary, it is likely that tite 
allegations refe to him. When questioned by Committ^ staff, RSO Schuman stated 
that the only allegations of visa fraud that he was aware of were those made against 
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Charles Parish. The Committee has not seen any evidence that the State Department 
followed up on this lead or attempted to contact Mr. Chen. 

E. Allegations by Guo Hai Fan 

In 1998, the Office of Inspector General (“OIG”) received information about 
potential wrongdoing by Parish from Guo Hai Fan, an illegal immigrant who was 
detained at the U.S.-Canadian border. (Attachment 6.) During an interview with OIG 
and INS, Fan stated that in December 1995, he had the opportunity to purchase an L-1 
visa when he was in China. Fan stated that he was offered this opportunity by a Chinese 
government official named Feng Li. Li and Fan met Guangqian Zhao, a Chinese 
employee at the U.S. Embassy. Zhao told Fan that the visa could be purchased for 
$7,000. Zhao also told Fan that she could obtain the visa with the help of “Paul,” an 
American visa section employee. Fan declined to purchase the visa from Zhao. 

While this information referred to an employee named “Paul,” it is possible that it 
nevertheless refers to Parish. Zhao told Fan that “Paul” was black, and according to the 
Embassy’s RSO, Parish was the only African-American employee in the visa section. 

The Committee did not receive any evidence that the OIG followed up on this 
information by interviewing Zhao. 

F. SINOPEC 

One of the companies that Chung obtained visas for- was SINOPEC, the Chinese 
state-owned petrochemical firm. Among the documents that was found in Parish’s office 
was a letter from SINOPEC, thanking Parish for his help, and offering him a trip, 
courtesy of SINOPEC. (Attachment 7.) The letter states; 

It was my great pleasure to be introduced to you during the dinner we had 
in Beihai Park. . . . Actually I heard about you long ago, and was 
especially grateful to you for the convenience you had created prior to 
our last trip to your esteemed country. ... As remarked by Mr. Yan 
Sanzhong, Vice President of SINOPEC, we appreciate the great support 
you’ve provided our company over the years, and we would be very 
boated [sic] if we are given a chance to reciprocate it. . . . [0]ur 
production facilities will be kept open to you and your colleagues at the 
U.S. Embassy at any time. Besides, we’d feel even more happy to host 
you [sic] a boat trip to the Three Gorges. 

We have not learned definitively whether Parish accepted this offer to go to the Three 
Gorges, courtesy of SINOPEC. However, Paul Horowitz, one of the junior officers under 
Parish, did tell the Committee that Parish was invited to go to the Three Gorges by one of 
his friends. However, when Parish returned to work, he was disappointed, because rather 
than taking him to the Three Gorges, his friends had taken him to a series of business 
banquets in Beijing. Horowitz believes that Parish’s friends would do this as a way of 
showing their influence with an important American official. 
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If Parish went on the trip, it would be a clear case of improperly accepting a 
valuable gift from a party who was receiving visas from Parish. Even if he did not go on 
the trip, the letter from SINOPEC demonstrates a disturbing degree of friendliness 
between a Chinese state-owned company and a U,S. visa officer. 

G. Birthday Party 

A number of witnesses have told the Committee that Parish attended a birthday 
party in January 1 996 held in his honor by Guang Hua International, a local Chinese real 
estate company. The party was held at the Guang Dong Regency Hotel, and was 
attended by other staff from the consulate. Parish admitted attending the party when he 
was interviewed by Embassy personnel. Guang Hua, which held the party, sponsored 
many visa applications at the Embassy. When interviewed, Parish claimed that he did not 
know that the individuals sponsoring the party were the same individuals who had 
sponsored visa applications before him. 

H. Other Gifts 

Beyond these specific examples of Parish receiving gifts and gratuities from 
parties interested in receiving visas, the Committee has heard extensive evidence that 
Parish routinely accepted gifts. Chris Hegadom, one of the jumor officers who served 
under Parish, stated that the junior officers said that Parish’s office looked like “a gift 
shop.” The Committee has received on^^x of gifts from Parish’s office, including ties, 
desk sets, and pen sets. While these gifts appear to be of limited value, we have heard 
testimony that Parish had more valuable gifts in his office. For example, Chris Hegadom 
stated that Parish had a large painting that he received from someone. The Embassy’s 
RSO also stated that he found a pair of cufflinks in Parish’s office that he estimated at 
$200 in value. (The cuffiinks were never produced to the Committee.) 

n. PARISH HAD INAPPROPRIATE CONTACTS WITH CHINESE 

CITIZENS 

Once Parish arrived at the Beijing Embassy, he violated Embassy rules regarding 
contacts with Chinese citizens. At the beginning of Parish’s tour, Embassy rules 
prohibited fraternization with Chinese citizens. Such fraternization included sexual 
relationships with Chinese citizens. During Parish’s tour, the policy was changed to 
allow fraternization with Chinese, but if an Embassy employee entered into a personal 
relationship with a Chinese citizen, they were obligated to report it to the RSO. 

In his interview with the RSO, Parish admitted to at least one unreported 
relationship with a Chinese female. (Attachment 8.) Witnesses have told the Committee 
that Parish frequently spoke of having Chinese girlfriends. Chris Hegadom and Paul 
Horowitz, junior officers under Parish, told the Committee that Parish made it clear that 
he had intimate relationships with Chinese women. (Attachments 9 and 10.) Former 
COFCO employees interviewed by the Committee also stated that they saw Parish 
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traveling in the United Slates with girlfriends to whom he had issued visas for tiwir 
travel. 

As part of his umeported fratermzation with local Chinese, Parish traveled to the 
United States with two Chinese citizens, and even issued thek visas for the travel. One of 
tiiese women. Ting Ji, apparently was a girlfriend, arrf tlw otiiCT, Liping Yang, was 
l^rish’s dietary in Beijing. 

Pmsh also kept in close contact with a nmnber of Chinese students to whom he 
issued visas. The State Department fsoduced dozens of e-mails that Parish 
exchanged with various Chinese students in the U.S. 2t is unclear vihy Parish stayed in 
such close contact with the«; individuals. However, in at leaM one instance. Parish 
helped a student fmd work in the United States. This student, Hong Zhao, was given a 
job with BNU in Arizona at the request of Parish. Hcog Zhao recently gave Parish a 
ci»ck for $7,000. (Attachment 11.) When Committee staff interviewed Ivfc. Zhao, she 
denied buying a visa from Mr. Parish, and claimed that she was simply repaying Parish 
for money he had loaned her over tl» past several years. 

m. PAKISH ISSUED OUT-OF-BOTRICr VISAS 

in an effort to cut down on visa fraud, the Embassy prohibited each of die 5 
di^rent consdates in China from issuing visas for Chinese residing in a town outside of 
its consular di^ct. This prohibiti^ was int^ided to prevent a Chinese citizen who had 
b^n ngected one consdate from coming to anoth^ con^ato to get his visa. 

Parish w^as criticized by a number of Embassy personnel for violatu^ this rule. 
Junior officers under Parish observed that he violated the rule. Apparently, Parish’s 
jxtictice also cau^t the attention of the Qmsul Genaal, Artoro Macias, who wrote a 
memo reproaching Parish issuing out-ofrdistrict visas. (Attachment 12.) 

rv. FAMISH ISSUED VISAS TO UNQUALIFIED INDIVIDUALS 

Parish also issued visas in a number of questionable cases, even when he is not 
alleged to have received ^y gifts or gratuities. Parish generally had a reputation as a 
lenient visa offi<»r who was more likely th^ other officers to grant a visa. This fact was 
well known in the Chinese community, and even in the Chinese press. An April 1 996 
issue of the Beijing Chronicle descrit^ the visa issuance proce^, and contoined tire 
following quote: 

“How many limes you been h^e for the visa?” “Is it not easy during 

these days?” “It depends on which diploinat! The ‘bla^k’ one is easier 

and it’s hard to say for tire ‘vriiite’ one.” (Attachment 13.) 

However, there wctc a nuedrer of cases where Parish issued visas to clearly 
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• In Disinter 1995, l^sh granted visas to 3 individuals sponsored by LCP 
Intenmtiona], for business training in the U.S. According to dieir ^sa 
applications, the three worked in the computer industiy. However, when they 
arrived in the U.S., they were questioned by INS officials, who found that they 
knew nothing about computet^. Hie INS turned all thr^ back to China, since 
tiiey did oo% have a Icgithnate pvaposc in coming to the U.S, (Attachment 14.) 

• Parish issued visas to 26 individuals on December 4, 1 995, despite the fact that 

sev«al of tl» individuals what appeared to be altered passport^ and did not 

have proper Chinese identification. The^ iiulividuais were suppose to be 
sponsor^ by LCP internationd for short-tCTm langu^e training. AH of these 
individuals were refused entry in foe U.S. because of their “clear intent to work.” 
(Attechment 15.) 

• Parish issued a visa to Liuping Jiang in December 1995. Jiang was sponsored by 
LCP Intemationai, and was to conduct trade activities in the U.S. on Christmas 
Day and Chri^m^ Eve. (Attachment 15.) 

• Parish issued a visa to Hui Li in late February 1 996, despite the fact foat he was 
rejected twice previously by Embassy officids for his clear intent to work in the 
U.S. When Li reached Ae U.S., he was denied entry by the INS based on his 
clear intent to work, and returned to Chma. (Attaclmient 15.) 

V. PAmSH IMPROPERLY 0:PT VISA FILES 

AH of the witnesses from the Embassy that were mterviewed by the Committee, 
indicated that Parish kept an extensive set of visa applications in his office. (Attachments 
10, II, and 17.) Neifoer Parish’s predecessor nor his successor kept such files. Initially, 
Parish kept many original visa, tqipiic^oiis in his office, but this to frequemt 
complaints from junior officers. As a result. Parish began to keep duplicate files in his 
office. No one is entirely certain why Parish kept the files. When he was confronted 
about this practice during an interview by the Embassy’s R50, Parish claimed that he 
was keeping them as a way of tradking individtials to whom he had granted 'wsas. Parish 
told the RSO that he wanted to these to make sure that visa recipients returned to 

China. It is difficult to know if Pari^ vm telling fee truth, but it is clear that feis 
practice was highly irregular. 

VI. PARISH ROUTINELY O^^RTURNED JUNIOR OFFICERS’ VISA 
DECISIONS 

Two of the junior officers that served under Parish told the Committee feat Parish 
routinely overturned decision by junior officers to reject visa ^plicante. (Attachments 9 
and 10.) Chris Hegadom told us that he would have 3 or 4 decisions overturned each 
week by Parish, and feat other officera suffered the same overturn rate. Parish never 
provided any rationale to junior offices when he overturned their decirions. Ihe 
problem wife Parish overtunung junior officers came to be so egregious that the 


8 



152 


began to require an explanation if Parish overturned a junior officers’ decision. 

According to Paul Horowitz, this change was enacted specifically because of Parish. 

Vn. FALSE STATEMENTS TO STATE DEPARTMENT INVESTIGATORS 

During the investigation of his activities at the Embassy, Parish appears to have 
been dishonest in answering questions pat to him by the Regional Security Officer, Don 
Schunnan. Schurman asked Parish if he had received anything of material value from a 
party with an interest in receiving a visa. Parish denied that he had ever received 
anything of value, and disputed the characterization of the birthday party as something of 
significant value. (Attachment 8.) However, as this report describes. Parish received a 
number of gifts of material value. In addition. Parish also declined to answer a number of 
questions, including whether he had failed to report any intimate relationships he had 
with Chinese citizens, or whether he had a relationship with a woman to whom he then 
issued a visa. 

Second, Embassy documents indicate that Parish attempted to smuggle out 
potentially incriminating items out of his office after it had been sealed. (Attachment 1 7.) 
After Ms office was sealed, the RSO allowed Parish to take out personal items. Parish 
piled some books into a bag, but when the RSO inspected the bag, he found that Parish 
had put a pair of expensive cufflinks and a tie tack into the bag. Parish claimed that they 
were his, but upon ftirther inspection, the box with the cufflinks contained the card of the 
Chinese person that had hosM the birthday party for Parish in January 1 996. (These 
items have never been provided to the Committee.) 


9 



153 


ATTACHMENT 1 



154 


PAGE 2 

2 0TH STORY of Level 1 printed in FULL format. 

Copyright 1999 Phoenix Newspapers, Inc. 

THE ARIZONA REPUBLIC 

March 29, 1999 Monday, Final Chaser 


SECTION: FRONT; Pg. A1 
LENGTH: 1064 words 

HEADLINE: EX-ENVOY TO CHINA ACCEPTED FAVORS 

BYLINE: By Jerry Kanuner, The Arizona Republic; Research librarian Donna Colletta 
contributed to this article. 

BODY: 

A former official at the U.S. Embassy in Beijing repeatedly violated State 
Department rules by accepting favors from a large corporation owned by the 
Chinese goverrunent. The Arizona Republic has learned. 

When Charles M. Parish Jr. accepted free lodging at corporate apartments in 
Las Vegas and Norwalk, Calif., in 1995 and 1996, he was in charge of the visa 
section at the embassy. 

In that position he provided visa assistance to Elizabeth Mann, a 
Chinese-born Phoenix woman who is an executive with a corporation directed by 
the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Trade. 

That corporation, COFCO, owns the new Chinese Cultural Center on 44th Street. 

While COFCO has not been tied to allegations that Chinese government money 
was used to influence the 1996 U.S. elections, the Parish story illustrates the 
same underlying issue - the potential vulnerability of government officials to 
foreign interests. 

Parish's free stays at the Chinese-owned properties in 1995 and 1996 were 
forbidden by the State Department's Standards of Conduct. 

Those standards prohibit taking "gifts, favors, entertainment or loans" from 
"anyone who is seeking official action" from the State Department. 

Parish, 52, acknowledges that he stayed free of charge at the COFCO 
properties. But he said the visits did not affect his decisions on visas. 

"Did I ever abuse my position? No, " he said in a telephone interview from his 
parents' home in Las Vegas. "I'm very emphatic about that. I'm very clear about 
that . " 

But Parish, who retired from the State Department last year, expressed regret 
about his use of the apartments. He acknowledged that it raised a question of a 
conflict of interest between hie duties as a government official and his 
relationship with a corporate executive . 

"It's clear to me now that this is regrettable, that it creates the 
appearance of at least a conflict of interest,” he said. 
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It's vinclear what action the State Departraent might take against Parish. The 
department’s investigative arm, the Office of the Inspector ^neral, said he 
could face criminal prosecution if his relationship with COPCO involved a quid 
pro quo. Parish insists there was none. 

Parish's title at the embassy was first secretary and consul. He said that in 
his position as chief of the visa section, he was the ■ultimate arbiter" of 
applications for visas, which are highly coveted in China and often difficult to 
obtain. 

AsJced if he had known he was violating State department rules by staying at 
the COFCO properties, he said, *1 really can't recall my state of mind at tJ^ 
time. " 

Parish said Mann was "a very warn, gracious, hospitable person." whom he met 
through business at the embassy. 

He said he didn't think Mann had offered him the apartment to influence his 
decision. 

"I’m not looking looking for anything sinister behind that, and to this day, 
I’m convinced, we're friends," he said. 

Mann is the president of BHU, a Phoenix subsidiary of COFCO. 

COPCO is the China Hatioaal Cereals, Oils and Foodstuffs Import & Export 
Corp. Forttme magazine last year placed the corporation, which is directed by 
the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Trade, 30Sth on its list of the world’s 500 
,,largeiBt_coiTipaniee. It ranked ahead of such American giants as Time Warner and 
Alcoa. 

BHO manages the center and Chinese-owned real estate in Phoenix, Las Vegas 
aioA Lob Angeles. It also provides auto loma and owns three shoe factories in 
China . 

The Norwalk property where Parish stayed was tixs Palm Country Club, a 
six-building apartment ccmaplex ccwrprising 249 units that rent for $885 to $1,085 
per month. Until last month it was owned by a partnership consisting of COPCO 
and the Chinese People's Liberation Army. 

The PtiAi which has branched out into a wide range of business ventures in 
China and the United States, bought into the property in 1992 through a U.S. 
subsidiary. 

State Department spokeswoman Maria Rudenski said she could not comn^nt on 
Parish’s use of the COFCO apartments. She would cmly confirm that he was a visa 
officer at the embassy. 

Caroline Custer, former manager of the Palm Country Club, said Pariah stayed 
at the two-bedroom corporate apartment that was normally reserved for COPCO 
employees. She estimated that he stayed there between four and six times. 

Custer said she receiwd instructions about Parish's visits from Mann. 
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"Elizabeth would call me and let me know that he was coming in and to be sure 
that the corporate apartment was available and cleaned and ready for him, " 

Custer said. 


Custer said Parish usually stayed at the apartment in the company of young 
Chinese women. Parish said the women were "friends or acquaintances." 

"He would come and stay two, three, four days at a pop, and we would have a 
fruit basket or something delivered there for him," Custer said. 

"I remember times when he would be in the corporate suite and our own 
employees would have to stay in a hotel. 

"I did think it was kind of strange that we would be paying for a hotel for 
(COFCO) employees and he'd be staying in a corporate apartment. That surprised 
me. So I realized it must have been something important." 

Custer said Mann "always wanted to make sure that he was treated well." 

Mann did not return calls about Parish’s stays at the Norwalk property. But 
she had earlier acknowledged that Parish had stayed at another COFCO apartment 
complex, Gloria Park Villas in Las Vegas. 

"He said, 'It's a beautiful place,' and we said, 'If you'd like to stay, you 
can stay for a night, ' " Mann said. "He didn’t have to. His parents live in Las 
Vegas . " 

Mann acknowledged that Pariah, as head of the visa section at the embassy, 
provided assistance to COPCO. 

"If we have a problem, we consult him on certain issues; how we apply," she 
said. "But we never ask him to issue visas blankly. We never have to. Why should 
we?" 


Parish attended Arizona State University from 1968 to 1974. He later earned a 
degree from Chapman College in Orange, Calif. 

Mann is a native of China whose given name is King Yu. She took her American 
name aroxmd 1992, when she and her husband, Frederic, became U.S. citizens. 

Mann said Parish had visited COFCO's Phoenix offices several times during his 
tenure at the State Department. 

"We just wanted him to visit our company, that's it," she said. "Like many 
other people visit our company, he's just one of those people. We want to 
promote Phoenix." 

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 


LOAD-DATE: March 30, 1999 
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VS OFFICE Electronic Mail Friday 07/14/95 08:25 am 

To: Charles Pariah BEUIMC 

From: cof co8PRXH£M£3' > CXM 

Subject: Mr. Lin, Full Date: 05/25/95 

Forwarded By: cofco@PRIMENET.COM 


Distribution: 

Not Requested 


RETORN-PATH 5 <cof coiprlmenet . co»> 

RECEIVED: FRCai PUBHOST. OS-STATE, GOV BY DOS.OS-STATE.GOV ; 25 May 95 04:37:38 -0 
400 

Received; by pubhost.us-state.gov; id AA08783; Wed, 24 May 95 23:59:29 GMT 
l^ceived: iaef castle. us-state.gov; id AA2SS89; Thu, 35 May 95 00:00:27 aiT 
Receiv^: from mallhost.pri»enet.cOT(198.68.32.50j by castle. us-state.gov via s 
nap (Vl.injr) 

id SM026582r TTlU May 35 00:00:12 1995 

Received: from ip22Q.piuc.priBenet.c:» (ip220.phx.priBenet.con (198.68. 45.220}) 
by nailhost.primenet.ccxi (8.6.ll/vjp-h2.0) with SMTP id RAA01617 for <Charle8.p 
arishIDOS. US-STATE. G0V>; Wed, 24 Nay 1995 17:01:09,-0700 
Date: Wed, 24 May 1995 17:01:09 -0700 . , 

Messaga-Id: <199505250001. RAA01617@mailhoBt.priaenet.coB> 

X-Sendar: cofcofmallhost.prinenet.cra (•Unvarlfled^v. 

.X-Maller: Windmni Eudora Venion 1.4.4 r ?• 

'llime-Varaloh: l.t*- • - ■ _ 

ContentrType: text/plain; charaat-fus-ascii** 

To: Char lea. Par lahtDoS. US-STATE. GOV 
From: cofcotPriaeliet.CcNi 
Subject: Nr. Lin, Puli 

' ; ibr. Lin, Fall is having difficulties in Beijing obtaining hie I.-i 
Visa iM coma to the united states for himself and his wife. The embassy has 
informed him that it usiully takes 30 days for them to reeeimi notice from 
tte U.S. Mr. Lin received his a|:^roval May 3, 1995, which would mean 
that he will not be able to return for another tvo weeks. Regarding his 
sifa's L-2 visa, the embassy requires his tax return. As you know, Mr. Lin 
iras OTly recently assigned to yotk in tlw United States and has not filed a 
tax return and will not until year end. 

Nr. Lin is neeOkfed at iWU vary badly as ve <^uuiot procMd <»i our 
ausiness projects without him. We would very much appreciate anything that 
rou can do to help him return as soon as possible. We will provide you with 
my decumrats that ymi believe are necessary to- expedite the L-1 issuarme. 

»Iease lat us know how we can help, naank you very much for your assistancs. 

Sincerely, 

Elisabeth Mann 
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. VS OFFICE Electronic Hail Thurs<iay 08/03/95 04:52 |» 

To: Charles Parish BEIJING 

Fros : cof co«PRlHBf ET . CON 

Subject: Mr. Lin, Mrs. Hang Date: 06/13/95 

Forwarded By: cofco#PRIN£NET.COM 


Distribution: 

Not Requested 


RETURN-PATH: <cofco#prinenet.cos> 

RECEIVED: FROM PUBHOST.US-STATE.GOV BY DOS.US-STATE.GOV ; 13 Jun 95 13:25:25 -0 
400 

Received: by puUiost.us-state.gov; id AA287S5; Tue, 13 Jun 95 16:18:56 GMT 
Received: by castle. us-state. gov; id AA23241; Tue, 13 Jun 95 16:19:51 <aiT 
Received: fron Bailhost.priaenet.coa(198. 68.32.50) castle.us-state.gov via s 
nap (Vl.Snjr) 

id 6Ba023238; Tue Jun 13 16:19:26 1995 

Received: fron ip016.phx.prinenet.ccM (ip016.phx.prinenat.CM (3-98.68.46.161) b 
y nailhost.prinenet.coB (8.6.ll/vjp-h2.0) with SHIP id JAA21225 for <Charles.Pa 
risb§D05. US-STATE. GOV>; Tue, 13 Jun 1995 09:20:30 -0700 
Date: Tue, 13 Jun 1995 09:20:30 t070G >::•'- 

Hessage-Id: <199506131620. JAA31225tnailh<Mt.prlnenet.coa> 

X-Sender: cofco6nailhoat.prinenet^c(» '.-i '- 

X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Version 1.4. 4 • ' 

Mine-Version: 1 . 0 ■ ■ - — - ; _ ^ 

Content-Type: text/plain; charsst«*us-ascil* • 

To: Charles. Parish8008.U8-8TATB;G0V 
Fron:. cofcotPrineNet.CM 
Subject: Hr. Lin, Mrs. Hang 


rhanJc you very nueh for helping Mr. Lin and Mrs. Hang. Mr. Lin is now back in 
ihe U.S. and both of then are greatful that you have helped then. 

Uease send ne a nessage through internet B-nail idxen you receive this 

>essage. I trauld.like to know if our nail box vor)cs. 

mr nail box address: (in all snail letters) cofcoSprinenet.con 

hanks again! 


lisabeth N. Mann 
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INTEROFFICE MEMO 


Date: 

03aQ«8 

To: 

RSO - J. McVWiiiter; M. Chu 

CC: 

Charge - Mr. McCahill; CG - DLLjron 

From: 

Nonimmigrant Visa Urfit - ttP. halpin 

Subject 

Another Report on Past Visa Malfeasance 


I had a meeting on Friday afternoon, March 27th, with Cynthia Bushman of 
Velmur Investments H,, Inc, of San Diego, Califbma. Ms. Bushman’s firm 
wishes to sell Califomia real estate to wealthy Chinese business people and she 
had questions on visa procedures. Ms. Bushman is a Filipina-American who 
used to reside in Beijii^ writh her ex-husband, who was a business 
representative for a U.S. firm in the agricultural business. She said she is wel 
acquainted vrith Mr. Xie of our Embassy from the time she Bved here, 

Ms. Bushman said that she wished to be "above board and follow proper 
procedures’ in NIV processing in Beijing "espedally after what happen^ with 
your predecessor." She said Biat there was a Filipino-American in Califomia 
who had been involved in visa processing with Charles Parish and so "a lot of 
people In Califomia are aware of what happened." Playing stupid, I asked her 

what .exacily_shajmeant„Ms. JusJirnaarep)led ■Vifiss fer^E-X.' Ms. 

Bushman left her business card and said she periodically comes to China on 
business. 
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Information of Record Form 


Office of Inspector General 


Case No: 98-039 


GUOHAIFAN 
Chinese National 
Burlington, VT 


GUO HAI FAN, an illegal Chinese alien was interviewed at the Burlington Airport, located in 
Burlington, VT, by Special Agent Natalie C Murphy, with the U£. Department of State, 
Washingtoiv D.C. and Special Agent ' with USINS, Border Patrol , Sector 

Headquarters, Canadian Border Intelligence Center, SwanttMvVT, telephone number 

FAN provided substentially dre following information: 


FAN stated that he had die opportunity to purchase a L-1 multiple-entry visa a couple of years 
ago horn an individual by the name of Feng 14, a manager with People* s Itepublic of China 
Immigration Authority. FAN related that he met Li and a woman identified oidy as Mrs. Zhao, 
at a business trade show in Beijing in December 199&. FAN described Zhao as in her earty 
forties and an employee at the U,S. Embassy. It was said that she can arrange for a multiple- 
entry L-1 visa for FAN for $7,000. It was also said in-^-meeting that he should not take too 
long to think about this because the other Embassy employee involved in this scheme, who 

goes by-the naTne-o f w as due to rotate b ack to die US. soo n. Zhao*s home phOTie 

number work number at dw Embassy is 10-665323©!, ext 234. "Paul*'“ 

was described as a black, male employee. Zluio also said she could get odier types of visas. 

FAN did not purchase a visa from 14 or Zhao, he said he did not want to pay the $74KX) they 

were asking. 


FAN was shown the Foreign Service National (F»l) staffing pattern and identified die name of 
the visa assistarit, Guangqian Zhao, as die Embassy emplctyee he met widi. 


Upon his return to Beijing, FAN was asked to contact Li to determine if visas can still be 
purchased from thi VS, Embassy in Beijing. 
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SINOPEC nsmERNATIONAL 


Cbarlf» M. Parish Jr. 

Fin( Secrcliiry Mr.ii ( (.asu! 

EmbaMy of (!«• J States of America 


August 24th, 1995 

Pear Mr. Parish, 

K ras iE> gsuai pltaiu/c to be Ejtroijujid to you duhog the diaaer w had in Beihai Path. Our 
conversatjoD ^as veiy pleasant, and 1 ^as extruuely imptsssed hy your e.\-psditioB to the 
Nonlmast Desert. 

. ■ j 

ActnaJly 1 heatd about you loqg ago, and v\as c^^ociaDy grateful U» you for the eonveoieDce you 

had created piior out last trip to youi csteoned oDusuy. 

As remtAsl^- Mr: Yan Sasttoag; \5»! PrsttdcDtofSfNePSC^wc-i^'ipreetate thegreai support - 
youSe providrf our company over the years, and »ve would be very beared if we are eivea a 
rteinne to reciprocate it. 

Good understanding breeds soujjd ielasonship. As 1 proposed, if yon want to gain a vivid insight 
into Oiina's petrochemical indiiitiy, our produoioo. ^ilities will be Irepl open to you and yxwr 
colleagues at the liS Emhassy ai any tsrae Besides. w««’d feel even more hapyiy to host you a boat 
trip .to the Three Goigcs. 1 can assure you that u »ould he .a rather conifbilabte and exchitig 
apedtuon to the native eulttue, hiitrry and sceneiics. If you can take several days out of your 
bu^ schedule neat month. Td like to .acoonipaity you ar»d show yes: sesne of our people at 
OieBtqiBg and Wuhan. 

ni cell j.s) nea week for a tspK. TIunk:. foi aL’ your support. Looking Inrwaitl to taOang to 
'. •->e 


Yuuni siucendy. 


TanfJk / 

Managir, Amcriam Aflain 
LimtaaOiEce 

SINOPEC INTERNATIONAL 
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diplomats: security 


M6f «i «r n nuiti j*Bt •» «r ft nitaz «» «»» »»*« 



i.e.}mt: m 
mS: Mt 

SMJICT: rQ»IILC »»« HISCMOMI/tTliR ViMATiOtS 


t. Mff «r »a luwecT n » no»ioc# it umm 
eoKusm^m. 


Kuii imi »»ft ftiJtft intwmi 
mt K REiK» utmtt m TM TicKK m m Tw timt ' 

eefrtttCRS m ii* mi nt m mti iiwii, mp tip hi / 
MOW m powei » IK Mtti wip »« Ml IP* ww i’ 
TICKIS. M wnii *T* 1 W i«* m tw hwm kk »o | 
tticaos MS mi IKK «s IP MomoM iiuiipupip. k\ \ 
M» Mil IHI IK m ItUSiEP wn Pill 10 IM fRW Vj 
IK «.«. PR IK IM fliftl AM tfiOI fftlPW PftllPK » Tf 

im Win NitM m nt*. T\ 
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INTERVIEW OF PAUL HOROWITZ 

On June 14, 1999, David Kass, Kevin Davis, and Michael Yaeger of the 
Govenunent Refonn Conunittee interviewed Paul Horowitz of the State Department 
Also present from the State Department were Dean Pittman of the Legislative Affeirs 
office, and Mai 7 Comfort of the legal counsel’s office. 

Background 

Horowitz worked in the Beijing embassy in the nonimmigrant visa (“NTV”) 
section from January 1994 until December 1991 Horowitz served under Richard Haynes 
and Charles Parish during the time that he was in Beijing. 

Parish’s Conduct 

Horowitz stated that Parish did keep a separate set of application files in his 
office. Junior officers complained about this feet to Dan Piccuta, head of ACS. When 
Piccuta confronted Parish about the files. Parish explained that he was keeping the 
duplicate files as a kind of anti-fraud tracking device. 

Horowitz stated that when a senior officer overturns an application rejection by a 
junior officer, it is usual to provide an explanation of why it was overturned. Horowitz 
had many of his decisions overturned and never received an explanation from Parish. 
After a while, the Con^ General, Mecias, began to require that any timera rejection was 
overturned, there had to be a written explanation. This change was implemented solely 
because Parish so frequently overturned junior officers’ rejections without explanation. 

People who tried to complain about Parish were “squashed.” Horowitz stated that 
while Parish could be friendly and gregarious, when challenged, he would “put his 
Marine uniform quite quickly." The office generally dealt with Parish by maneuvering 
behind his hack, and trying to limit the damage that he caused. Toward the end of 
Parish’s stay, Mecias, Piccuta, and Horowitz frequently met to discuss how to limit the 
damage that Parish was causing. 

Complaints About Parish 

Complaints about Parish began early in his tenure. However, the Consul General, 
Mecias, wanted to keep the problems internal. However, eventually, stories about Parish 
got outside into the rest of the embassy. 

The embassy’s diplomatic security people had been tracking the Parish situation 
informally. DS knew that there was some sort of problem with Parish. 

Parish and Mecias had had several “closed-door sessions” regarding Parish’s 
conduct, and Horowitz indicated that Parish would generally listen to Mecias. Horowitz 
believes that he first complained about Parish to Mecias in November or December of 
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1994. Horowitz had likely complained infotmaliy to Dan Piccuta even earlier. Horowitz 
slated that there was a denial on Mecias part for a long time regarding Parish. Piccuta 
was mere active in getting the embassy to take some action regarding Parish. 

Starting the in the fall of 1 994, Horowitz became Parish’s deputy. This was 
largely an administrative position, and it became a position that was rotated among the 
junior officers. The junior officers used this position to minimize the collateral damage 
that Parish’s behavior was causing. 

Parish’s Deatinj^ with Chinese 

Parish traveled a fair amount He was sent to several offices on State Department 
business, and he also traveled in China on personal travel. Horowitz recalls Parish telling 
him that he was going to visit the Sichuan province to see the Three Gorges area. When 
Parish returne4 he was very disappointed because he had never left Beijing. Whoever 
Parish was traveling with took him around to a series of banquets in Beijing, rather than 
taking him to the Three Gorges. Horowitz believes that it was a person ftom a travel 
agency that was taking Parish around. Horowitt stated that this story showed a certain 
naivete on Parish’s part, no recognizing that many Chinese wanted to take a powerful 
American official around to banquets, without Parish realizing. 

Paiiffi had many Chinese fiiends, but Horowitz believes that most were fiiends 
sinyily because of his position. 

Parish had many gifts in his office, and the junior officers would joke thrt 
Parish’s office looked like a gift shop. Parish was quite open about receiving gifts ftom 
the Chinese. Mecias had discussions wifti Parish atom this. Horowitz also visited Patidi 
at his ^tartment once or twice. He recalls that loi% after Parish had moved m, it looked 
like Parish had Just gotten there - there viae many boxes still lying around. 

Horovritz knows ftiat Parish had Chinese girl&ientb, but doesn’t think that he 
lived with anyeme. 

Horowitz has no specific recollection of dealing with COFCO or Elizabeth hfom. 

Johnny Chong 

Horowitz might have met Xohtmy Chung in Beijing. After his tour in Beijing, 
Horowitz went to Hong Kong. As part of his woik there, Horowitz looked fev records 
relating to Chung. From reviewiiig those documents, it appeared fiiat Chung had been to 
file consulate fime as well. 

Hcrewitz saw Parish’s picture fiom fi» fundraiser, which had Paridi standing 
between file President and Vice President 
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Parish lavcs%riHai 

H(Bovritz «ffls contacted by Dgjlomatic Security and tire IiB^reetor Geneial durit® 
their investigation of Parish, but the FBI never contacted Mm. 
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INTERVIEW OF CHRIS HEGADORN 

On June 14, 1999, David Kass, Kevin Davis, and Michael Yaeger of the 
Government Refonn Committee interviewed Chris Hegadom of the State Depaitment. 
Also present tom the State Department were Dean Pittman of the Legislative Afrits 
office, and Mary Comfort of the legal counsel’s office. 

Bact^oand 

Hegadom served in the Beijing embassy from February 1994 until late 1996. 

Hegadom served as a junior officer in the nonimmigrant visa CWV”) section. Hegadom 
explained that there were three main duties in the U.S. consulate in China: (1) 
nonimmigrant visas for Chinese individuals visiting the U.S.; (2) American Citizmi 
Services (“ACS”), for U.S. citizens visiting China; and (3) immigrant visas. MV and 
ACS were handled in the U.S. consulate in Beijing, and immigrant visas were handled in 
Guangzhou. 

When Hegadom started, Richard Haynes was in charge of MV, and Arturo 
Mecias was the Consul General, overseeing MV, IV, and ACS. Dan Piccuta was the 
officer in charge of ACS. Shordy after Hegadom’s arrival, Haynes was replaced with 
Charles Parish. 

Hegadom then explained his duties under Haynes. Hegadom and the odw MV 
junior officers would interview vm agiKcfflitS. The main purpose ofdre interviewsruKl 
the applications was to determine whedrer the individuals woid return to China. Haynes 
would supervise the junior officera. He would work the visa window if other officers 
were out sick. Generally, he would only handle MV plications of high-profile 
individuals when there was a particular political interest in their case. Haynes would 
review the Junior officers wo^ and had the right to overturn refirsaJs made 1^ Junior 
officers. 

No Contacts by Other Invfstigatois 

When asked who had contacted him about Charles Pari^ Hegadom stated fiiat he 
had never been contacted by the FBI, State Department Diplomatic Security, or the 
Inspector Genwal’s office. Hegadom did speak some witii die RSO while he was «i post 
in Beijing regarding Parish. 

Parish’s Handliag of Visa Ai^ttcafions 

Parish’s handling of the MV office was very different ffirm Haynra*. Parish 
would often stand behind die juruor officets while they wrorited on the visa lines. Paridi 
also sperrt more time ie-iiiterviewir% plicants that been rejected by the Junior 
officers. Parish would have his assistmit, Ms. Yang, call individuals diat had been 
rejected, and schedule them for re-interviews. Pari^ would conduct these re-interviews 
either sua pnte, or based pn a formal petition by the rejected plicant 
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Hegadom stated that it ww common for American citizens to make introductions 
of visa applicants to the officer reviewing the application. He^om stated that white it 
was common, they tried to not let it influence their judgement 

Parish kept his own set of files regarding a number of visa applicants. This was 
abnormal, and Haynes did not keep any such files. At first Parish kqrt a number of 
original visa application folders in his office. After complaints fiom junior staff. Parish 
eventually agioed to keep duplicate files in his office. Ms. Yang, a Chinese citizen wdio 
worked at the embassy as Parish’ assistant kept the files. The junim officers did not 
complain about Parish keeping duplicate files, and complained only to the extent fliat it 
interfered with their work. 

Parish explained Ms contaX with Chinese citazens by saying that he -was intarested 
in CMnese students, photography, art and was trying to keqr in touch wifti what was 
going on in Oiinese society. 

Hegadom stated that Faria’s handling of visa plications was no secret 
epcially to the Chinese. Hegadom did see an aiticie in a local Chinese magazine 
indicating that it was easy to get a visa fiom Parish. Hegadom also indicated ftiat he 
heard that the Chinese had a nickname for Parish, “Lao Ha,” or “Old Black.” This 
nickname was used in the context of describing that “lao hei" was a good person to get a 
visafimn. 


Tte two nmiors that Hegadom and the junior officers beard about taudi 
were first that he was very lenient in granting visas, especially to students, and aecfflnd. 
tt^ he h^ a prefimice fix yoimg attractive women, and wotdd grant visas to ftiem, in 
addition to engagiiig in personal relationslp widt them. 

When asked about the accounting system at the embassy, Hegadom stated drat 
piicants paid S20 before entering the fine at the embassy. There was never wy 
problem with dieft of drese funds, to Hegathrm’s 

Hegwiom would have sev»M of Ms refusal dectsioas a we^ svertnntod by 
Parish. (Hegadom stated tiiat the NIV office would handle between 400 and 600 
piicadons a day.) Other jumca- officers wme ovstumed at die same rate, and had 
siimlar problems with Pari^ 

Hegadom slated that Parish ^rurally thought that leniency was die best polk? 
with visa issuance. Ifdiae was any doidit. Parish would generally err in finror of 
granting die visa. Ife believed that dm INS would discovmin^IxoUtms if a peisai 
overstayed die visa. 
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parish’s Contact! witti Chinese 

When asked about Parish’s relationships with the local Chinese, Hegadom did 
state that he saw Parish out at Chinese batd on occasion, but Hegadom did not go ot# 
very much, so he wouldn’t know how often Parish was out. Parish would tell others in 
the embassy that he had been out with variois Chinese, and he also made it clear that he 
had personal relationships with Chinese womm. 

When asked about Paririi’s travel, Hegadom stated that Parish was sent on 
temporary duty to Guangriiou to woric in the visa office, and he was also sent to the 
Chinese border to work with the Harry Wu situation. 

Hegadom has no specific recollection of any dealings with COFCO. It was 
common for the embassy to receive applications through the forei^ lainistiy, sponsored 
by various state-owned Chinese companies. These applications were generdly granted. 

Johnny Chung 

Hegadom has no specific recollection of meeting Johnny Chung. He does 
remember receiving computer training in Chinese language software, but he does not 
remember who gave the training. Updating the office’s software was a big priority of 
Parish’s. 

Once,IWsh refiSned fiom a trip to the U.S., and had a photo of himself standing 
with the President Parish went to the US. with Ms. 'STang. Hegadom believes that 
Parish arranged for her visa. 

Hegadom named the other officers that he served widi in Beijing; Paul Horowitz, 
Richard Gafflit Kai Ryssdahl. Stephanie Fossan, Evan Betzer, and Ann McConnell. 

Parish’! Receipt of Gifts 

Hegattom does not recall hearing anything about Parish receiving money fiwm 
visa applicants. Asked whether Parish lived beyond his means, Hegadom stated that 
Beijing was very cheap, and it would be difficult to tell. 

There were a number of gifts in Parish’s office. There were constantly gifts 
coming into the office, but there was a strict prohibition against receiving gifts over $20 
in value. However, the junior officers were told to take no gifts, even if they were below 
$20. However, Parish had many gifts in his office, including a large painting. 

Investigation of Parish 

At the time that Hegadom was leaving in May 1996, the DCM and the 
Ambassador became aware of Parish. Tbemainerabassy was in a separate building, and 
was therefore isolated fiom the problems. The junior officers in NTV had complained to 
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Piccuta, who was head of ACS. Mecias, who oversaw Parish, not interested in 
hearing the junior ofBcers’ complaints. 

When Fossan and Ryssdahl came to Beijing in the Spring of 1996, they helped 
bring the complaints about Parish to a new level. The junior officers met with Hallford, 
the EKDM, and complained about Parish. Once Hallford found out how serious it was, he 
took actionu However, Hegadom and othos had been complaining for a long time (U} 
others) without any action. 

Hegadom never heard of much follow-up being done in the Parish investigation 
once Parish left Beijing. 


4 



182 


ATTACHMENT 11 



183 













184 





185 


ATTACHMENT 12 



186 



tJinba.isy of the Uiiilrd States of Amerira 


September II, 1995 


M E M O R A N D IM 
TO: CONS - Charles M. Parish 

FROM: CONS - Arturo S. Macias jj,l 1’ 

SUBJECT: Visa’ Issuance 


I have been given to believe that on Friday, September 8, you issued a number of visas to 
some secondary .s.dioo' exchange students from Guangxi Province to participate in some 
sort of exchange prugrain in the United States. 

1 do not know if this is true, but if it is. 1 consider this highly inappropriate. 

In tuture, I want you to confer with me before making a decision to issue visas to out-of- 
district applicants, particularly when they are in a category which we would consider 
problematic even if they lived in our own district. 
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OUTSIDE THE EMBASSY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

Hundreds of applicants line up for visas outside the American 
Embassy located in Xiu Shui Dong Jie early in 3am or 4am. 

With red bands on their arms, an old guy named Chang and his 
wife keep the line order. Quite a lot of folding tools are 
prepared for the applicants. They collect one Yuan from each 
person for the service of number registration and folding 
tools. Some old, sick, disabled or worldly-wise persons often 
pay the Old Chang 40 to 50 Yuan for the early numbers without 
being noticed. 

The Chang family's daily income is around 400 to 500 Yuan, 
around 10,000 per month. Sometimes more, sometimes less. Like 
days before, the government's agencies closed due to the 
unreached agreements between the American Congress and 
Government so the embassy didn't issue any visas. Things 
lasted for 1 month and the old Chang had no income for that 
month. However, the Old Chang didn't look anxious. Loss of 
last month will be recovered in this. one. Applicants waiting 
for two months look especially crowded outside. Due to the 
hard efforts by the Old Chang, a moving Chinese "hugh dragon" 
calmed down while waiting for the embassy door open in the 
chilly wind. 

People whispered when they were waiting: 

"How many times have you been here for the visa?" 

"Is it not easy during these days?" 

"It depends on which diplomat! The 'black' one is easier and 
it's hard to say for the 'white' one." 

"Sometimes the 'white' one is also kind, like window 6, the guy 
with blue eyes and blond hair." 

"What should I do if I can't speak English?" 

"These Americans are all sinologues sound like that 'Da Shan' 
on TV. " 

Some of them have been refused many times. They are familiar 
with each other. Having exchanged the experience, summed up 
the lessons and found out the characters of these American 
diplomats, they prepared well for the challenge. 

When it's getting light, people excited again, standing up from 
the stool. The others followed without any hesitation. 
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People standing there for 1 or 2 hours like they are here to 
purchase new market stocks. For not knowing when the door will 
be open, some of them don't dare to go to MC. An old man 
hesitated; 

"Is there still enough time to go to the WC?" 

He had no idea who he was asking for. 

Some warm-hearted person answered him: "Just stick on a while 
otherwise you'll waste these hours for lining up." 

Then abuses shouted up from the queue: "Why don't they make a WC 
outside? seems much piss in the cold days." 

Some of them could' t stand it then went to the corner of the 
building to release. But most people had suffered for their 
self-esteem. 

Afterwards, several had been informed to enter the little room. 

The Old Chang and his wife called the numbers on the list. The 
line moved slowly. 

' Applicants had to line up for the 170 Yuan application fee. 

Some had to pay 1000 Yuan for the multi-entry visa fee. After 
that, they needed to fill out the forms and wait for the 
interview. 

It seems there is only one most important point for the visa 
standard "anti-immigration". So all questions and dialogues are 
based on this. 

An old lady wanted to visit her daughter in the States. The 
young American with big nose, blue eyes asked her: 

"What's your purpose to the States?^ 

"To visit my daughter. She's giving birth. Difficult labor." 

The young American was confused with "difficult labor” . He 
asked seriously again. 

The old lady answered impatiently: "That means not easy to give 
birth. Baby's hip came out first." 

The American consul still confused: "Where should be out first?" 
"Head, head first, you understand!" 

"Yeh, it must be dangerous . Why you go there alone? Where is 
your husband?" 

"Passed away long time ago." 
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"Anyone related to you here in China?" 

"Son and 'sun zi' are both in China, How could I immigrate?" 

"What do you mean 'sun zi'? Is that an insulting word?" 

The old lady ejcplained to the young consul patiently It ' s not 
a insulting word. 'sun zi' is my grandson. Not a slang." 

The American consul learned something new and very happy. He 
repeated: " 'sun zi' grandson. OK, you passed." 

Next was a young man being refused to study abroad for many 
times. The entrance time had passed; He had to try an idea 
taught by the others. 

He came to the window, standing straightly, with right hand on 
his chest, then song American anthem. So the other American 
consuls had to stand up and song together. After that, the 
interview began. 

Staring at his eyes, nothing special, the consul asked him: "Why 
did you sing our anthem?" 

The young man said: "The American and the Chinese are friendly, 
it couldn't be exclusive. I'd like to study modem technics 
from the American people. I hope you'll support me." 

"OK!" visa's issued. 

Of course, some inapplicable applicants are quite rude. A 
middle-aged man in Western dress, holding cellular phone, 
shouted in the embassy: "Damn it! We are doing the science 
research. Your programe couldn't be done without our help." 

The consul reviewed his forms and refused him. He was given the 
reason through the microphone : "Sir, you have no proper reason. 
You wife has no fixed income in the States and couldn't afford 
you. Please go out, otherwise we have to force you." 

At this time, several Negro soldiers appeared beside him, he 
had to leave angrily. 

Most of the refused applicants are assumed as. immigration 
intendency. There are misunderstandings in some of them. 
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A single old man had been refused to visit his son for several 
times. He had no option. That morning, he sat in the 
wheel-chair and told the consul:”! have to take medication for 
my legs in the States . Here is the notice from the American 
hospital. I believe that only the American doctors can cure my 
legs and I was told the sooner the better." The consul issued 
him the visa. 

When he picked up the yellow visa sheet, he stood up 
immediately, and said sarcastically: "I'm the doctor myself. 

I've cured many foreigners' sickness. The treatment condition 
in the States is much better but the technics is not as good as 
ours. He left the wheel-chair and walked quickly away. 

For sure, the happiest is the Old Chang. For he knows those 
been refused will be back here some day, and that's the way his 
fortune comes from. The board in the fee collection place of 
the embassy is said "welcome next time". 

The Old Chang's income is small potato compared with the 
embassy's. The income of visa fees per day is tens of thousand, 
and hundreds of thousand for one month. It is a good way of 
earning during the days full of disputes between the American 
Congress and Government. 

But it's a big expense for Chinese who are willing to go to the 
States, let alone standing in the chilly wind for ten hours. 
Some of them have to pay more than thounds yuan even ten 
thousands yuan for the transportation fee. 

Actually here is another fact couldn't be ignored: 'The foreign 
students studying abroad are outstanding ones here in China. 

The Chinese government paid much on them and after they 
finished their studies they become the tax payer of the 
American Government . 

Look at this long line. When it could be shorten? When the 
"dragon" could turn it's head back? 

Is this the way paving to the heaven or to the hell? 


Article from magazine "Beijing Chronicle" April, 1996 
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SubjccI 

3 PRC'S who were refused entry 
on 12/11/95 

Dale 

December 12, 1995 

To 

Piom 

Fred Ho, SI I 

Marc Beeson, II 




On December 11, 1995 a group of Chinese were seeking to enter the 
United States fov- business. Two of the three were questioned by 
this writer, while roving, while the other was secondaried by II 
Blake. 

In secondary, the three people claimed not to know one another, 
which was found out later to be false. They were all traveling 
together, though they went through separate lines, and were 
carrying invitation letters from LCP International. The faxed 
letters were sent one minute apart and the tickets that they were 
carrying were in sequential order. 

The subjects all claimed to be coming to the U.S. for business. 
They claimed to be coming to learn about computers, which is what 
they said they did in China. Specific questions were asked to the 
subjects regarding con^uters, and the subjects were unable to 
answer then. They could not tell this writer what RAM (randon 
access memory) was. They were unaware of the brand of coit^ters 
that they sold in China and could not tell me any of the different 
con^nents of a coiiputer. The subjects,, did not want to give a 
written statement on an I-215B. 

LCP Int'l was called and they said that the subjects were 
registered for courses in the U.S. but that they were not 
responsible for making sure the subjects left the 9.S. once the 
courses were completed. 

Hie subjects were in possession of passports, tickets, $1,000, a 
business card and a small amount of clothing. They were carrying 
no documentation regarding the training that was about to take 
place, nor did anyone come to claim responsibility for the 
subjects. 
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ILSiiftputeiaBi ol Jttitia 
IsunifratjoB csd NatuniliiitkB Scrvic* 


TO: ArwfiawConaut Beijing, Chtsa 

FROM: U5B<S Saa Fgaaclfico Ca. 

(locsSon) 


SiJtiatf: Notieea(VSMC«^e*Wion/8arij»fCRtt^CwfVai^^v» 

BsRtfwAeOM 




'3 

la 


To 8 


I DapartMra«;ainr>9C^243J}^«ml-2l3MU>:fw0 
I 0«(wruticMpmMdrigelnlU«taGl(l^^ 

I »NVHDU*r«uAKM(on)«rMiciMd} 

I fVHoidirBBteMiCftfKMKhtd)* 

Apptcaton tor AilrnMoA wttMrwm (MV 
I AppltoMtoRtorAiimis*toii«i«h(ton«9totoiroiFonn^ia6toMtfi^ 
^ctoKwrto^mant MOH^ 

I WahwrwriAwl(2l2X4)(aj(ord«r«B«»^ 

I >wport» prw wB i C ttacuwK (r*pert bBtew} 


Va« ling RLbb 




iZ-ai/sa 


|Nvr» e( tfin*. vMMi. « eew muni «( an4wa) in 

CL.QCa, 




|PmpoftWo..7yp> 


mf)» and iVT*«r fif Mm 


NaRW«iMi»«>ia6iiMn^aflldal 



p«Mand»(*MVlu or HW iw 

12/4/^5 Beljtag 



'Social SaortiyNunbar e( AidiiuM 


SoJj«ct «rr±Terf th{«-date vU Cl 004, fi<* Taipei, seekisig adslsslos to tlJs 
V8sitc4 States for btwloeso. The subject vss is possesslim of « vali^ i 

Tjwssfwxc aod e »-l, eisgle earcy, Ties, A secodsrp aeerth regaled tlwit tb« 
i^oobject vsm onlj Is posecoaion .of $1,000 D.S.. The subject claised to be c< alsg 
t ebout coi^tera but bsev sotblxsg about c^pvtuca, end tb« p es eos it 
■tetion letter, ofao om supposed to be foroeT i to 


fhip5?toU can ^«»»d»J>e»«pp»leagantern a> *win^'»s>»d»wi 


M undarUand nai my aatrt Mfc l^ I, uwaadenad tor Sw ato** raaaona, atfttoh I *mm madar wtHeS Uo* toan iwd to 

tna In S» tonguaga: AlO)eii(e I uMaratand I may choau < 

• ~ a I oa p »>»waag a> wOK a rae r 


OignaairaatAWw^^ 


CC; ftogtono MaSgancaOnewr 


' O aMOKt » tv httam, atoa aha 
•• Oaaa <d IV iMwiMad, «M tvaion atoto « daiMiWtoM 
area oaviast ahaqpM. aM ns IV mmbai MaeMad. 




Pfl^COAJ 
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LCP International Institute 

J:nf;li 9 li 7^iigu«^c Trahiini!, tfiilwrullr l*fc|>urftU»«j ftiij 
iuul KilueailoaRl Scfilcca 


December 4, 1995 


Beijing Sun Electronic Technology Engineering Company, Ud. 
Rm. 3203 Zhi Yu Hotet No. 55 Aeng Kwong Road 
IJaldlan District 

ATTN; Mr. WuVingDian, Manager 


It is our sincere pleasure to formaily inc'ite the members of the short-term study-tour 
group from your esteemed company to attend the customized business and culture 
program developed and performed by LCP international Institute. The program vzill be 
held at our Center in Sacramento, California, tJ.S.A. from December 11 through 22, 
1995. The program will include activities designed to provide the participants with a 
well-roimded exposure to U.S. business practices and Americar. culture, as well as 
training In business English. biadcUtion, the group will take part in a one-day industry 
visit to enhance their understanding of If .5. management and operations practice in the 
miporting business. 


We very much look forward to the arrival in California of the three participants from 
your company: 


Um s.£fls tk 

Mr, Wu Ying Dian, Manager 
Mr. Yin Wei Dong, Sales Engineer 
Mr, Wang Jing Ming, Sales fiigineef 


06/23/59 

10/27/63 

11/06/63 



If we may be of any fiirther assfelanoe, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
Sincerely, • 



Manijeh Brueggeman 
\Tce President 

MB:bb 


oafc.: aao amzr aooi Wm Osnter DiIw, CA, mu 

,, „ . „ in pujtewwiSo ra«- ffi«!6«.oe80 

rUosiUii MmagaisKit Dlrtiido! 405 OiijMBftf Dittri* BaiMiaj; HOT KJ. 45Ui Suaat, ScaUk VBt 88106 
Ttl:(206)M7.«106 ran (2081 MMloe 

• CiliSoJa BUi* Uniwcrity < Usiwilt/ Cwttr ‘hrim C«Ut 
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>^007 or .SAK niAHCt-SCO, CAl-lKOHKIA DATE 12 / 11/95 

to (he Owner, Agfjnt, Con'ignoe, 'Chariqfor, MAscer, Conintftntling Officer, or Offierr fn Charge of iSia 
. CHIKA AIRLINES, FLIGBT CI004 

(.''•x. at *< •..!«» .I^.n M>>>crlr»iip.| ~~~ 

■ — — ■■■■ ■■ — _Line. 

• Purawanl tjo t^c provjjiof^a of the {mmigtatlon nn<! MAtionfth'ty Aci, and (he Rccuiations Issued bv 
Iho Aitofney GonernI (heroiindor, vou oro dlrectorJ to- • '* 

r~l Detain on bowA 


O Deport from the UniUd 5uies. MONDAY, DECEMBER 11, 1995 € 1400 BOGUS 

■ ‘ Remove to_llOMl£« - , 1 !J-_ . at ..M. 

f ~ j Present to ^ on — 

foe ih« foUowing rawen (si ALIEH(S) mr ABHISSUIE TO fUZ UHITEg STATES 


the itienfs) named below; 

KAwr 

WD YING DIAN 06/23/59 

-gApR i jA-^ piyp^/n 

¥A»;JISGHISG iJ/06^/63 


STATVs OH vrrszL OR ;ijwcniArr 
(111. 3«f, 34. fr paa*an<*»: 

j>»iob a r IJ>“ e rrw^ Mewaway •(£.} 

PA. 5 .<;ENf;RR 

- PASSEHGER 

PASSENGER ' 


NOTE TO AIRLIHE REPRESEin-ATIVE: 


The above named passenjggr vhich arrived on your 
flight as'lndlcate’d above, la held ia Service 
Custody fo^.ccsnplete inspection st s later date 
and plac^ Should he/she be found excludable 
and BC ordered by an Iramlgraticn Judge, your 
airline will be held responsible for cost of 
his/her removal from the United States. 


Rfcaiptof lit ibovi^aUct ia btot^ackno'^Mj^dl: 
(in 


(Uxni CBU ^ 

’S^Ws C£C IIV^' 


KABK BEESCS, IllMIGRATtOH IMS! 


pallet 13 Mpr«^»cino'*-l^ndr I i n 

i ) i MA (ckuD^ jl^^ ) isfct Jj£e£v. 

k ■iUa f|p*o livnuM ^ ^ < 0 *“»} . * <•*»•} 

■ 13 4t M. 


. IS ii 


m k 

«k. 


i, W I »* W-f 4 Uni .AW *« 'WiWk 4 ** 

4 i^t nM(a <MU 'ju >•..« 1M..UI* 

W— •W.U fw r» 9 M W 

i*l.4Mr ^ Wm cm 


/■flaw i-ijt rarv. lo**-^#* 
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NAr-06-36 tKW 06:02 Ph US EllflPSSY BEIJING FOX NO. 86 lu 5J8bio 


/ 


ActWlltiCirtos/llscItiAppanbiKorloiptopriMr 

• ChiM Sw? ■n*v«J Airocy told Conoff he »m “o<« receivijg pfoper cooperation.’' 

Chiaew NIV swff mea^ aJkgw Chin* Svybb, after ensmainiai CMP and tFther staff 
mctob«3, routinely itqcested staff Jneraben place visa appUarticoa "on CMP's deak and 
uovitcrc tbe” apparently to ensure asaocc. 

• Joint “btr&d)^ par^" hosted by Reel Estau Sales finn at Nvhose rwpiaet visas usued. 

• Expensive peas, wches, tje<sX cfecii(s) Kid ochet jifts. of att cenofe..miiBer5Wi 

oflTicen of other embassy sections, and (ii seems) many Chinese staff that atuicllye fenak 
o^licanB ve gives preference and caaes favorably considered by CMP iscludtn|; uniaace 
om^iorreiljs^ 

• A|^licaibasaccq7Wdl^CWJmdfofMs.YansandBiJiD«rowBpplkaBttoiaBvk^ . 

. Ban office de^te CO ban os acdvhies. 

• Inie^kvrin-offitxs3teW;Tlig«tmyviafKmiCniarlaPerisb*^MVtMlipplicaBR- 

• Rspen of dmocr wjds Chincac Coasutor officer in Los Angeles xek^ F-l via te dmeh ttr 
in vioUUw of v» law and ragulKioos. Appearance to FRC officials tbai ri» «*« eaniioi be' 
issued ck: be i^cained thtou|^ CMP. 

• Visa issued to staff inembK (Ms. Yang) with no tdvairee neU« to CG. Caunm Ktffbeliev* 

ticket nay have beeJissaedaidlscowjtBCtavaikbk to 5eoend^He..lyO'»*&^*w» . 

brt’l Travd A*ei*^. AwMbey Cbbwo wnwi mehided in *«$ jpotip of J. 

; > A]nilJ5W»sBeofBei|«|J»aiMagiamesKlad»itRaTtk:koB'^^ie^<»«tt^ 

Ecibas^ wWj brterviewi of i^liewts fttuo NIV <}ueie. Reprtt c^hidei.“if you get (^®^, , 
die vita is easy to obtain * 

• Jyl*oydo*eaOF-156femi8)rUsuedvis*$kcptinCMPoffice,ioprivatefflessbB«lofoo 

Yani'i dedrtop. Appartatjy aenf kind of ‘tracking" of perooea issued by CMP ten ovaide of 
jBOjdKedfiiiagofOF«l3^i»wdeaehd8y. OF’15# foncsfeiswedvisMiacBswoB 
vi^dch D® has lequcKcd addhieiai infennatiott cannot be Jocaied in Comalar Socoob'b flks 
eo a weekly, if not eoera often, basis. 

• it«iedB-l »M«cimsaftaiiuiaDrcoBrfrhadjfesearehcdFAM.inr«rm«dbyCMPHid 

iottrested USIS oflfcw. fli«l » P-J was qT*^"*®* •" "**‘* ***^ 

q^wrfpetitieo. CMP ««ed reason teisjuingmcJaffviotaliofiofPAM: "Tire $ys«m is 
KKKtatres wc have to take our own han^** 

• l^tftcing lessons fcrChioBscstaffprovjjJed by FESCO to vi»» staff. ConjpoteroalBiojftw 

Chinese Kaff srT»Eed wi&oot fwpa, prior obUe«k» of USG ft»&. 

• Issued 3 8*2 tourist visas to PAP officiafa who, according to US DAO sources, “amvod in US 
wi^ suitcases foil of sa^" OF-!5« bad no mdicatioti of reason teoed Cm br«q^» 

Ciin r’t**' atieaciOB »y DaO Brad Gertes notin* that USO Military Intel had qocstiQoett 

issusocrefthoie visas. 
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Waibsn (7AO) snd TniYci Agency cases issued under quesliohable drcurostances. 

• Batch« g2&G35; S2?/335; S3 i/3J5 tola! ef apprexnoafety 26 appJkants fwm varioiis 

provinces includinj b Icrge number of Jujiwncse, i&sued 4 Dcrc 93, deCTTOiucally adjudicsted 
by CM?. Issuance occiued aiW 9 ConofT nnted that severaJ passports appeared to be 
pholsubbed or ilfotsj. Passports did nor haw proper exit cards s» vfc!l. Group was rtHpiested 
but failed to provide Gunese ID cards verifying identities. Cases submitted by to CMP 
directly by a Tsiwro nstioas! who claimed to be anjJiated wldj CP&TJIS IVsvel A^ey; 
groups were ‘'runted aroand” (denied entry) by INS on anivsl due to clear intent to work. 
Subsequent telephone investigation revesied ^at the person who delivered the cases to the 
Cottier Scctim wes not employed by CP&T37S trowl egcat^. Cato inv^ved sHeged 
term English laoguage course at tCP Ini’l in Irvine, CA- The group appears to have been 
^ken into sewsl stnell grraps sait nn difTcueiU airlutes. 

t Batch 843/DU totsi dfpujiaaese traveling to WashDC for training. 0F>156 Visa Applicadons 
show no indiesuOT of officer action. Elecnonically adjudkatod II Jaa 96 by CMPv OF- 1 56. 
Group deltvarvd to Cemular Section by <5W( Trorycftfgevicy (further discussed 

below). ' 

» Batch 594A126. Group, turned around by INS for clear work intent. reports this group of 
' Fujiancse, arid enodre^ i9>20 such grbi^ arriving New to.an addrtto opposito^e. 

Fukien Aaerioaa Atoocislon. Batdi e/<rotrcnicaiiy at^'ydkatod by CHI’. 

. • A'o fAdk^tfoAi^iie'necAecA on this group (visas we;^ issued ever defenedn^a^ack). 

whidh w^ld beevioh^ ofisw. i: - . - . 

. » JIANC Liupnig. Issued Dec 95 for LCP (see above) EngJi^ course and > 15 ^ trade center.” 
Pates ^ '‘toade'^viiitt’’)B USA- Chii^Bs eve and Oirwanas day. 

• U Xiaoqua. Appltcstion submitted for B-1 visa via Walban channel ind refused 214b. 
Applicaiim rc^M^lHed H F'1 (daies oseiew): issued CMP, 

» Batch 681^08 Zhu Xiaobua and Liu Qing. Kelused as 2 14b Dec 13, 1995. Husband and wife 
replied md tssoed by ^iP. Date of application not diown on OF-i 56 iadicatos a^lli»t} 0 !i 
probably NOT received at bent wisdew >^eie date is stamped on leeeipt 

• Batch 658iG45 issued Dec 1 1, 1995. Yu hong and 15-year old son Wing Fco^ issued B*1 to 
purchase $32,000 single fornily home ("a few blocks from Shu Doan Resauranf*) !a Niagara 
Falb,KV. 

Isauac^ of Prcvkrtui^ Refotod Cases 

• U Htri. Refused twice in Beijing on 1/23 and 2/13/96 for clear >«?Ht intent based vpm 
correspondeacc and repuution of Cbmese singer Wei Wei (end AmCit husband, who have 
thenitolvBS pJtvioBs^ obumed NIV visa Wei Wei in cmier for Wei Wei to now adjust m 
the US). Vi» issued 2/23 by CMP. Applicant was turned around by INS for clw work Intont 

• XUWuplf^. Jian^spplicjBstiiKijcd 12/15^93 deVito 12/4/95 Sban|b8irofiiS84tiocheck 
with Shanghai. Numerous other similar cases of issuance over prior refu»l with no Vieaa 
A^ha toquiry made. 

• YANG Yuelin. Seven yeerj oid. Refused twice, 7/18/95 Mid 7/6/95. /isued F-f (batch 
70S/208) by CMP tm 7/27/95. 
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INTERVIEW OF IKINALD SCHURMAN 
jBly9,1999 

On July 9, 1999, at the State Department, David Kass, Kevin Davis, and Kristen 
Amerling interviewed Don Schunnan. Dean Pittman and Maty Comfort were present 
from the State Department 

Background 

From February 1995 until October 1997, Schuiman was the Regional Security 
Officer at the Beijing Embassy. He currently is tls Division Chief for the Overseas 
Operation Group for Technical Security. 

As Regional Security Officer, Schumian’s primary responsibility was protection 
of embassy personnel, and protection of classified information. Schimnan was 
responsible for all of China and Mongolia, which included four consulates and two 
embassies. Schunnan had under tis supervision one assistant, two engineers, two 
seabees, and 13 Marines. Schumian’s responsibilities included dealing wi* the security 
concerns of local Americans as well, such as visiting businessmen, tourists, and 
Americans living in Beijing. 

Complaints About Parish 

When asked when he first heard complaints about Parish, Schunnan stated that 
had heard early in his tenure that Parish was easy to get visas from, especially if you were 
a young, attractive woman. Part of Schurman’s job was interviewing all embassy 
personnel who were leaving the embassy. In Scharaian’s first six months, a departing 
visa officer complained that Parish was giving out visas to attractive young women 
Schunnan looked into this issue, and learned about the visa issuance process. He found 
that it was highly discretionary, and difficult to make decisions in a very short time 
period. He also staled that the INS stiU had the authority to turn away individuals with a 
visa. After conducting this review, Schuiman decided that there was no allegation of sac/ 
illegal action against Parish, and did not look into the matter any fiirther. He did not 
interview Parish regarding these allegations. Schurmaii states that he did not find these 
allegations illegal or even troubling. 

Schurman continued to hear that Parish was lenient in granting vis^, especially to 
certain groups of people. Schunnan was also aware of the Chinese magaadne article 
stating that Parish was a good person to see if you wanted a visa. However, Schunnan 
states that he did not find these matters troubling, and he did not look into them. 

Schuman states that during this period of time, he never heard any allegations that Parish 
was issuing visas for money or sex. 

Non-Frateruizafion Policy 
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When Schuiman started as RSO in Beijing, there was a strict non-fratemijstion 
policy. However, during the time he was in Beijing, the policy was changed so that staff 
were required to report the fact if they entered into a sexuaJ relationship with a Chinese 
citizen. The putpose of the change was to allow the Embassy to keep track of wfeo was in 
contact with the Chinese, and to warn them about the perils of such relationships. It was 
a peisoimci violation if an Embassy employee entered into a sexual relationship with a 
Chinese citizen without reporting it to the Embassy. 

Schurman states that he never heard that Parish was involved in sexual 
relationships with Chinese. He also states that he was never told anything about Parish 
being in sexual relationships with Chinese by either Scott Hallford or Arturo Macias. 
Schuiman confirmed that either Hallford or Macias should have told him if they were 
aware of any problems relating to Parish’s issuance of visas (that went beyond mere 
leniency) or any problems relating to Parish having sexual relationships with Chinese. 

Investigation of Parish Begins 

In April 1 996, Hallford held a dinner for the junior officers in the visa section. 

The oSicera told Hallford that there were numerous problems in the visa section. The 
next morning, Hallford told Dan Piccuta and Schurman that there were allegations 
against Parish. These allegations went beyond leniency. Schurman recalls that the 
allegations included Pari.sh processing visa applications from outside the district covered 
by the Beijing embassy. The embassy had started this policy to prevent individuals 
rejected in one district from coming to another consulate to get a visa. The other 
allegations that Schurman recalled were that Parish received a lavish birthday party from 
a travel agency that sponsored many visa applications. There was also some concern 
with Parish's travel to the U.S. with Chinese citizens. 

Hallford asked Schurman and Piccuta to pursue this matter. Piccuta had a list of 
problems relating to Parish that he had previously. Schurman believes that Piccuta had 
given this list to Macias. Schurman recdls that the list included out of district visa 
issuances, the birthday party, granting visas to individuals sponsored by the travel 
agency, and receipt of gilis from visa applicants. 

Review of Parish’s Office 

The first thing that Schunnan did when starting this investigation was to seal 
Parish’s office, and change the locks. At the time, Parish was away on a vacation, 

Schuiman looked through Parish’s office. Most of the gifts were described by 
Schunnan as “knickknacks” or “junk,” He did see some cufflinks which he estimated 
were in tiie $200-300 price range. The office was padced with files and other naterials. 
Parish had many documents, including original visa applications, in his office. Parish’s 
explanation of ftese files was that he was tracking individuals he has issued visas to. In 
his files, Parish had letters from travel agencies and individuals explaining that they had 
returned to China from the U.S. Parish also had many duplicates of visa applications in 
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his office. Parish also had a large credenza that was ftll of files on varions Chinese 
companies, and backup infonnation on various students. Schurman never conducted an 
inventory on what was in the office, and he never photogr^hed the office. 

In searching the office. Schurman also found a latge stack of e-mails between 
Parish and Chinese students for whom Parish had issued visas. Schuiman also found a 
statement from a Hong Kong hank account in Parish’s name. Schumian did not take 
much interest in the account, since it only had S 1 00 in it 

Alier seeing the voiume of material in he office, he did cable Diplomatic &cari(y 
to ask them to send a person to Beijing to help him with the investigation. DS never sent 
anyone to assist Schuiman. Schunnan believes that DS didn’t send anyone because 
Parish wasn’t a major problem. 

Schunnan spent a few wedtends and evenings leview the material in Parish’s 
office. Schunnan never fim’shed reviewing the material in PMish’s office. The consulate 
wanted Parish’s space veiy tadly, so Schuimmi took what he believed to be tire most 
relevant documents, and boxed them in a closet in his office. Everything else in Parish’s 
office was destroyed. The materials that were not destroyed wme as follows: cmebmcof 
documents relating to the travel agency, one stack of e-mails between Parish and visa 
recipients (4-5 inches thick), and one stack of original visa qiplications (1 or 2 inches 
thick), and one box of gifts and peisonal conespondence. All of Parish's files on Chinese 
conqjanies, and most of his dt^ilkate visa applications were destroyed. In addffion, the 
origind visa applications that Schurman took from Parish’s office were destroyed, since 
diey were over a year old. Schunnan also took no steps to keep old visa plications 
from being destroyed, and there was no efibrt to discover vdiieh visa tpplieations Pari^ 
hadgrantsl 


Schunnan states that he allowed these records to be destroyed because the 
investigalioB appeared to be going nowhere. 

Schifftnan states fiiat he never heard anything about a Mtmite catching Parish 
trying to smuggle materials out of his office after it was sealed. He also never heard diat 
Parish had been in his office shortly before the investigation began, shredding materials. 

Schurman ww asked if he ever searched M^’s apartmoit, and he responded 
fiiat this would be a “touchy matter,” nid he did not 

Interview of Parish 

After conducting fiieir invratigation, Schunnan and Piccute intwvievred Parish. 
Parish defended his practices, and denied that he ever accepted money or sex in exchai^e 
for visas. Paririb denied any lelatiomhip with his Chinese soxetary. Mis. Yang. Fari^ 
admitted ftist he went to a party hrid fiar him by the travel agency, but told Schurman (hat 
many otha junior visa officers went with him, and accepted gratuides there as well. 
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Parish admitted that he had accepted various gifts, and violated ethical rules, but said that 
he had to accept them. Parish tried to defend himself. 

Meeting with Sasser 

After the Parish interview, Schunnan and Hallford met with Ambassador Sasser. 
Sasser wanted to proceed cautiously. Hallford assured Sasser that they should ask Parish 
to curtail from the Embassy. Sasser was concerned that Parish might file an EEO 
complaint if they asked him to curtail. However, Sasser was convinced to go along. 

Parish’s Curtailment 

After checking with Sasser, Hallford and Schurman met with Parish, and asked 
him to curtail, or Sasser would ‘^vithdraw his confidence” from Paridi. Parish seemed to 
be surprised, and seemed to think that the Embassy would not take any action against 
him Schunnan states that tl^ only thing that &e Embassy could do to Parish is ask him 
to curtail or withdraw its confidence. As for personnel action against Parish, or firing 
him, the State Department would have to do that. Schurman believes that Piccuta had 
discussions vrith the main State Department about these issues. 

Complaints About Schurman’s Investigation 

Schurman was asked if there were any complaints about the way he conducted the 
investigation of Parish at post. Schunnan stated that many of the junior officers wanted 
Parish to be found guilty of something. Schurman would tell them to give him evidence, 
but no one ever gave him evidence of illegal acts by Parish. Schurman remembers Kai 
Ryssdal as one of the major agitators against Parish. 

Schunnan stated that there were never any other individuals at the visa section 
under suspicion in the visa section as part of the Parish investigation. Schurman is 
unaware of allegations made regarding “Mrs. Zhao,” or a U.S. employee at the embassy 
“Paul” regarding the sale of visas. Schurman did state that Parish was the only African- 
American at the visa section. 

Schunnan did not interview all of the junior officers at the embassy as part of his 
Parish investigation. It was Schurman’s understanding that Piccuta was supposed to 
compile ail of the allegations against Parish. Schurman docs believe that eitiier he or 
Piccuta conducted formal interview's of the junior officers. Rather, they spoke with them 
socially, and compiled the facts they needed. 

Review of Parish Materials DS and OIG 

When Schurman left Beijing in October 1997, he left the material he had taken 
from the Parish office in his office. At that time, no one fi’om DS or the OIG had looked 
at it In October 1997, personnel fium the OIG wctc at the embassy on a regular visit, 
and when they asked about fie status of the Parish matter, Schurman offered them a look 
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at the materials he had boxed up. Schurman states that they recoiled vsiien he showed 
them a box of documents. 

Schuiman does not recall faxing any of the Parish documents to DS during their 
investigation, although he did dens cables with information relating to Parish. After he 
left Beijing, Schuiman does believe that the Parish materials were requested by DS. 

Miscellaneons 

Schutman was interviewed by Natalie Murphy of die State IG’s office. 

Schurman also saw the recent L.A. Tunes article regarding Parish. 

DS never informed Schutman of any other allegations against Parish. 

Schuiman never thought of sending all of the Parish documents to D.C. instead of 
destroying them. 

Schurman does not recall checking with anyone before having the Parish 
documents destroyed, although, he “would like to think flrat he did." 
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ATTACHMENT 17 
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PM AKCMBASST SEIJIN5 
TO SECSTATE WASHOC 3944 


unclas e r t 0 eei;iNG ei69€S 
os CHANNEL 



SENSITIVE 

FCft DS-CB VF 

E- 0. 12386: N/A 

TAGS; ASEC 
SUSJECT: V-9S-Oe066 

1 POST MAS MEET WITH SUBJECT TO OISCUSS CONCEHNS. AND MS 
MAS DECIDED TO REOUEST IKWEOIATE CURTAILMENT.. POST MAS,. 
CONCURRED AND SUBJECT WILL BE PACKING .OUT ON 27 MAT Sfr, 

2 AFTER THE SUB-ECT'S DECISION TO CURTAI1.. THE LOCK 
COh«INATIONS ON HIS OFFICE WERE CHANGED AND HE WAS 
INAORMCO THAT ONLY ITEMS WHICH WERE CLEARLY PERSONAL- COULD. 
eC REMOVED. WITH HIS IMMINENT DEPARTURE AND THE NEED FOR 
SUBJECT TO TAKE PERSONAL ITEbtS TO KlS APARTkRENT. FOR PACK 
OUT. RSO wOJtO'LIKe GUIDANCE ON MOW RtSTRSCT-SVE ME. 

CAN-SMOULD BE ON LIMITING REMOVAL OF ITEMS FROM THE 
OFFICE. ALLOWING. REMOVAL OF ANYTHING FROM THE OFFICE ■ 

CAUSES SOME CONCERN. TODAY. FOR E>lAl.tf»LE. SUBJECT PILED UP . 
WHAT WAS JUOSEO TO BE PERSONAL BOWS, PICKED UP A BAG, ,ANO 
STARTED TO LOAD IN THE BOOK. ON INSPECTION OF THE BAG,- • i 
RSO FOUND A BOX CONTAINING A PAIR ’OF WHAT APPEARED TO BE '. 
EXPENSIVE CUFF LINKS AND A TIE TACK. ' SUBJECT STATeO THAT 
THEY ttSfie JUST HIS CUFF LINKS. ON INSPECTION. THE SO* WAS 
FCUFrtJ TO CONTAIN THE CARO OF THE SAfc* -INOIVICnUAL -WHO GAVE 
THE SUBJECT THE JANUARY 36 BIRTHDAY PARTY. THE OFFICE 
ALSO CONTAINS ITEMS OF MAIL FROM WMAT ^APPEARS TO BE 
INDIVIDUALS WHO RECEIVED VISAS FROM HIM.. 

3 THE PRIMARY QUESTION AT THIS POINT. IS WHETHER OR NOT 
THERE WILL BE AN INl^STISATION INVOLVING THE SUBJECT’ S 
OFFICE AND. IF SO, TO WMAT DEGREE DOES THE OFFICE AND ITS 
CONTENTS NEED TO BE SEALED. CONSULAR PERSONNEL NEED 
ACCESS to SCA« THE MATERI-M-S IN THE OFFICE AND WOULD 
VERY MUCH LIKE TO USi^ THE SPACE DUE TO THEIR CROWDED 
CONDITIONS. 

4. ACTION.- REQUEST GUIDANCE REGARDING SUBJECT'S OFFICE 
AND ITS CC»1TENTS, 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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AtSI_ 

— AUTOMATED IhfTElUGENT SYSTEMS. INC. 

2771 Plara Del Amo« Surte#809*Toffance. CA 90503«Tel; (310) 328-6505 • Fax: (310) 328-8881 


Sept. 19, 1S95 
(Via Fax) 

Karen Stemfeid 
dinton/Gore S6 
11500 W Olympic Bivd. #370 
Los Angeles, CA 90054 

Dear Karen. 


Enclosed is ^e name fist of my guest who wil be attending the Southern California Presidential Gala 
on Sept. 21. 1995. 


Table 1 : 


Table 2; 


1. Mr. Johnny Chung 
2 Mr Shizeng Chen i 
3. 1^. Yejun He 

• 4. Ms. Li Huang 

- 5. Mr. Yuanlin Lang 

- 6. Mr. Bin Liu {> 

7. Mr. SWjin Yu 

8. Ms. Hui Jie U 

* 9. Mr. Bao Jian Cui 
10. Mr. Yan Bin Yao 

Table 3: 



1 . Ms. Kathy Chung 

2. Ms. Janet Chung i 

3. Mr. Chi Fan Jong 

4. Ms. Keico Jong 

5. Mr. Michael Lin 

6. Mr. Xin Wu 

7. Ms. Jian Qiao Wei 
B. Mr. Charles Parish (; 

9. Ms. Fan Zhang< 

10. Ms. Diana Douglas 



1 . Mr. Art Liang | 

2. Mr. Luke Yu (i 

3. Mr. Candy Jeng (I 

4. Ms. Irene Wu (■ 


Sony for the delay. I hope you have anranged a fe*' good tables forme. These are atl very important 
guests aed my jtmily. Thank you very much for your patience and your help. 



BUILDING THE U.S. FAX HIGHWAY TODAY 



JCH15023 
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VS OFFICE Electronic Mail Friday 07/14/95 08:25 am 

To: Charles Parish BEIJING 

From : cof coePRIMENET . COM 

Subject: Mr. Lin, Puli Date: 05/25/95 

Forwarded By: cofco0PRIMENET.COM 


Distribution; 

Not Requested 


RETURN-PATH: <cofco0priBenet. coa> 

RECEIVED: FROM PUBHOST.US-STATE.GOV BY DOS.US-STATE.GOV ; 25 May 95 04:37:38 -Q 
400 

Received: by pubhost.us-state.gov; id AA08763; Wed, 24 May 95 23:59:29 GMT 
Received: by castle.us-state.gov; id AA26569; Thu, 25 May 95 00:00:27 GMT 
Received: from inailhost.priiBenet.coro(l98 . 68 . 32 . 50) by castle.us-state.gov via s 
map (Vl.3mjr) 

id snia026582; Thu May 25 00:00:12 1995 

Received: from ip220.phx.primenet.com (ip220.phx.priinenet.com { 198 . 68 . 46 .220]} 
by mailhost . primenet . com (8 . 6 . Il/wjp-h2 . 0 ) with SMTP id RAA01617 for <Charles.P 
arish0DOS. US- STATE. GOV>; Wed, 24 May 1995 17:01:09 -0700 
Date: Wed, 24 May 1995 17:01:09 -0700 

Message-Id: <199505250001.RAA01617@mailhost .primenet .com> 

X-Sender: cofco0mailhost.primenet.com (Unverified) 

X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Version 1.4.4 
Mime-Version: 1 . 0 

Content -Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii'' 

To: Charles . Par ish0DOS . US-STATE . GOV 
From : cof co0PrimeNet . Con 
Subject: Mr. Lin, Fuli 

Mr. Lin, Fuli is having difficulties in Beijing obtaining his L-1 
visa to come to the United States for himself and his wife. The embassy has 
informed him that it usually takes 30 days for them to receive notice from 
the U.S. Mr. Lin received his approval on May 3, 1995, which would mean 
that he will not be able to return for another two weeks. Regarding his 
wife's L-2 visa, the embassy requires his tax return. As you know, Mr. Lin 
was only recently assigned to work in the United States and has not filed a 
tax return and will not until year end. 

Mr. Lin is needed at BNU very badly as we cannot proceed on our 
business projects without him. We would very much appreciate anything that 
you can do to help him return as soon as possible. We will provide you with 
any documents that you believe are necessary to expedite the L-1 issuance. 
Please let us know how we can help. Thanlc you very much for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Mann 
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VS OFFICE Electronic Mail Thursday 08/03/95 04; 52 pm 

To: Charles Parish BEIJIHG 

From: cofcoOFRiHENsr. com 

Subject: Mr. Lin, Mrs. Wang Date; 06/13/95 

Forwarded By: cofcoePRIMENET.COM 


Distribution: 

Not Requested 


RETURN-PATH: <cofco§primenet.com> 

RECEIVED: FROM PUBHOST. US-STATE, GOV BY D05.US-5TATE.GOV ; 13 Jun 95 13:25:25 -0 
400 

Received: by pubhost.us-state.gov; id AA28755; Tue, 13 Jun 95 16:18:56 GMT 
Received: by castle.us-state.gov; id AA2324I; Tue, 13 Jun 95 16:19:51 GMT 
Received: from inailhost.primenet.com(198.68.32.50) by castle.us-state.gov via s 
map (V1.3mjr) 

id SIBa023238; Jun i3 16:i9;26 1925 

Received: from ipOlS.phx.primenet.com (ipOlS.phx. priroenet.cora (198.68.46.163) b 
y mailhost.primenet.coin (8 .6. Il/wjp-h2 .0) with SMTP id JAA31225 for <Charles.Pa 
rish§D0S .US-STATE. G0V>; Tue, 13 Jun 1995 09:20:30 -0700 
Date; Tue, 13 Jun 1995 09:20:30 -0700 

Message- Id: <199506131620. JAA21225§mailhost.primenet.com> 

X-Sender : cof co§mailhost . prlmenet. com 
X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Version 1.4.4 
Mime-Version: 1.0 

Content-Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii” 

To: Char las. Parish§DOS . US-STATE, GOV 
From : coCco&Pr imeNet . Com 
Subject: Mr. Lin, Mrs. Wang 

Dear Charles: 

Thank you very much for helping Mr. Lin and Mrs. Wang. Mr. Lin is now back in 
the U.S. and both of them are greatCul that you have helped them. 

Please send me a message through internet E-mail when you receive this 

message. I would like to know if our mail box works. 

pur mail box address: (in all small letters) cofco0priir.enet.com 

Thanks again! 

Elizabeth N. Mann 
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VS OFFICE Electronic Mail Thursday os/oi/ss 03:4l pm 

to: Charles Parish BEIJING 

Prom ; cof coePRIMENET . COM 

Subject: My Wife and Son's Visa to Dates 05/28/95 

Forwarded By: cofco9PRIHENBT.coM 


Distribution: . 

Not Requested 


RETURN-PATH; <cofcoepriinenet.coffl> 

RECEIVED: FROM PUBHOST.US-STATE.GOV BY DOS.US-STATE. GOV ; 28 May 95 14:58:46 -0 
400 

Recreived: by pubhost.us-state.qov; id AA25693.* Fri, 2S May 95 17:48:34 cm 
Received: by castle.us-state.gov; id AA25843; Fri« 26 Hay 95 17:49:33 GHT 
Received: from mailhost .prinenet.com(198. 68 . 32 .50) by castle.us-state.gov via s 
map {Vl.Smjr} 

id siaaC25339; Fri May 26 17:48:37 1995 

Recelved; from ip015.phK.prijmenet.co» (ip015-ph>t.priisenet.coja (198.68,46.153) b 
y iBailhost.priasnet.coa {8. 6 , ll/wjp-h2 .0) with SMTP id KAA27474 for <charles.pa 
rish§dos. US-State. gov>; Fri, 26 Hay 1S95 10:49:36 -0700 
Date: Fri, 26 May 1995 10;49:36 -0700 

Message-Id: <199505261749. KAA274?4§mailhost,prii!ienet-com> 

X-Sender: cofcofraai lhost.prinienet.com (Unverified) 

X-Mail#r: Windows Budora Version 1.4.4 
Mime-Version: 1.0 

Content-Type: text/piain; charset=”us”ascii” 

To : Charles . parishgdos . us-state . gov 

Fran: cofcoePrimeNet.Com 

Subject: My Wife and Son's Visa to US 

Hr, Parish: 

It's a pleasure for us to show you our operations in the States. COFCO is 
very ccroaitted to the US markets. While coFCO (New York) is leading the 
trading business, we (^U) are doing the investaents section. We thank you 
again for you help to promote the business in the States. 

1 will be back to Beijing on July 6, 1995 to see my family and bring my wife 
and sen back to States. If you have time I would like to invite you to 
dinner on July 8 or 9, up to you. 

Sincerely 

Jay Ding 
Senior vp of BNU 

President of COFCO Management company 
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SrNOPEC INTERNATIONAI, 


Charle. M. Vari.vl) Jr. 

First Secreliir y nji.j < 'liitsul 

Kaibassy of:':.- I: J ' vf \rn('rica 
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[PREPARED BY COMMITTEE STAFFJ 

SINOPEC [NTERNATIONAL 


Charles M. Parish Jr. 

First Secretary and Consul 

Embassy of the United States of America 


August 24, 1995 


Dear Mr. Parish, 

It was my great pleasure to be introduced to you during the dinner we had in Beihai Park. Our 
conversation was very pleasant and I was extremely impressed by your expedition to the 
Northwest Desert. 

Actually I heard about you long ago, and was especially grateful to you for the convenience you 
had created prior [sic] our last trip to your esteemed country. 

As remarked by Mr. Van Sanzhong, Vice President of SINOPEC, we appreciate the great 
support you’ve provided our company over the years, and we would be very homed [sic] if we 
are given a chance to reciprocate it. 

Good understanding breeds sound relationship [sic]. As I proposed, if you w'ant to gain a vivid 
insight into China’s petrochemical industry, our production facilities will be kept open to you 
and your colleagues at the US Embassy at any time. Besides, we’d feel even more happy to host 
you a boat trip to the Three Gorges. I can assure you that it would be a rather comfortable and 
exciting expedition to the native culture, history and sceneries [sic]. If you can take several days 
out of your busy schedule next month. I’d like to accompany you and show you some ot our 
people at Chongqing and Wuhan. 

I’ll call you next week for a reply. Thanks again for all your support. Looking forward to 
talking to you .... 


Yours sincerely, 

Tang Jie 

Manager, American Affairs 
Liaison OfTice 

SINOPEC INTERNATIONAL 
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Mr. Ambassador 

U.S.Embassy 

People’s Republic of China 


David Chen 

Chinese-American Association 
525 Maricel St. Suit 1008 


September 28, 1995 


Dear Mr. Ambassad<x: 

When I was on vacation In PeWno last month I have gotten a lot complains regarding the illegal 
activities In you visa office. Some of your employees sell the visa to the citizen of China, the others 
receive bribe. 

This is involved not only the Chinese translators but also the vice consul. They received the money 
and the valuable gift from the Chinese persons who eagerly want to gel visa to America for vaile.s 
reasons included the economic criminal. The price of each visa Is from 520.000 to $30,000 
(U.S.Dottars) that is 30 years' income of the average Chinese people. 

Kindly make the necessary investigate and action against the illegal actions, to defend the interest 
of America as well as the Chinese people. 


Very truly yours, 

C/Le) 


David Chen 


EXHIBIT"^? 

C^-4. 1 
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hMiba.ssy of ihf Vuiled Slates oj America 
September 1 1. 1*595 


M E M O R A MU M 

TO: CONS - Charles M Parish 

FROM CONS - Arturo S Macias 

SLfBJECT V'ixa'lssuance 


1 iiave been giveti to l>c!ievc that on Friday. September 8, you issued a number of visas to 
some secondary s.’ltoo' oxchanije students from Guangxi Province to participate in some 
son of exchange progrant in tlie United States 

f do tiol knov^ if ll-.i> is mte. but ifil is, 1 consider this highly inappropriate 

In futuie. I want you to confer with me before making a d^ision to issue visas to out-of- 
district applicants, p.micularly when they are in a category which we would consider 
problematic even if they lived in our own district 
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To: CCMAIL; GERALD C JACOBSON 
From: Tii^as W siasmo ie 

Cc: Gary D Woolf*IAO,QSOUPWlSE: PASRELL H AD^S 
See: CCKAIL: ROBERT A WALLIS 
Subject; HOU 50/274A L « B Viea Abuse by Chinese Aliens 
Attachment: 

Date: 2f27/9€ 9:4e Ki 


Please pass to ADDS ~ Charles J. Johnson 
Houston I 


Copies of the Houston Report relating to visa abuse by PRC nationals are 
being furnished to the Bangioic District Office and and to the OIC in Hong 
Kong. Perhaps we can get AlfecON Beijing and Guangzhou to scrutinize visa 
applieatlons more closely. I 
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actii BT'ABrox leiecoMier /un . 


T gjt iO<*3 < 


Memorandum 


U.S, DEPASTMBNT OP /OSnCS 
Immtgfatlon and Naturabatlan Satvlce 
Houston DItIrfel 


.. . 

■K FEB -7 *10. -IS 


HOtJ SO/274A 


Subject 


Chinese naciona] 
United States 



December 14, 1995 


Gerald C. Jacob; 
Assistant Regiori 
for Investigaticj] 
Central Region 
Dallas, Texas 


.al Director 


Charles J. Johnson 
Assistan_^ district 
Director for’ 
Investigations 
Houston District 
Houston Texas 


On December 5, 1995, the iHouaton Drstrict Employer Sanctions Unit [E3U] in 
conjunction with two investigators from the Department of Labor served an 
administrative search waifranc on a group of manufacturing companies located 
at 4800 Clinton drive, Houston, Texas 77020. This group is comprised of 
four companies: Inter|-Pacif ic Bag Manufacturing Company, Inc.; A&A 


^nc,; Am.erican Bag Manufacturing, Inc.; and Titex, 
appear to be under the same control and possibly 
ter-Pacific Bag Manufacturing, Inc. is owned by a 
(Jiang Jiang) which also owns Industries General 


Plastics Manufacturing, 

Inc. All four companies 
the same ownership, incj 
Chinese company, Xin Nan 
Corp . . Inc . 

Upon service of the warrants, approximately twenty-five Chinese nationals 
were found living on the|premises, all of which presented either Bi or Ll 
visas. Of the Chinese, I four were arrested for bei.ng out of statue and 
subsequently granted voluntary departure to their country. Additrcnal 
information from aliens arrested indicated that there are closer to forty 
i40) Chinese nationals living and working on the premises. 

Interviews with the management of the company indicate that the Chinese 
aliens all work for Inter-Pacific Bag Manufacturing, Inc. and earn $660 . CC 
par month for fi hours work, 5 days per week. . Other employees and aliens 
arrested claim that the Chinese aliens live on the premises, work 6-7 cays 
pAi' wAAk fii.' 12 houi'4 pA^' day. Th* Chin*** aJ-i-tt? th-^y 
were being paid $seo. 00 |per month ir. addition ,to being provided living 
quarters . i 


EXHIBIT 
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acni ot-A«rgA igiecugisr 


CRO/XtJV 


Incerviews with the empl6; 
in all aspects of Che 

Specialized work or manag' 
the jobs they are perfoa^: 


showed chat although bocj' 
manufacturer does not hav) 
Co use Che equipment 


le ec|u^m 


lyees show that the Chinese nationals are working 
manufacturing bueineea to include janitorial, 

ims cnat the Chinese aliens are brought in for 
^gerial functions for which the visas are designed, 
ling are neither specialized nor managerial. 

An interview conducted ilth the management of another bag manufacturer 


Ih con^anies used the same equipment , the second 
B 2 my problems training work eligible US employees 

Inter-pacific Bag Manufacturing, Inc. is currently facing civil sanctions 
frnrr hnth fhe TTSTMS and OjSHh, with cdditional finoo be oonsidvsd hy UC2CL. 


Enclosed you will find a 
Texas, and copies of pj 
encountered during the 


copy of the company,card of Xin Nan, in Houston, 
iassports of several of the Chinese nationals 
rvice of the warrant. 


If you have any questions:, please feel free to contact Supervisory Special 
Agent Robert L. Montgomery or Case Agent Mike Murphy at (713) 229- 

28S4\2S55.. 



"trict Direct' 
for Inves^gations 


HQ/Internationai Affairs 
HQ/Field Ops 
CRO/Intelligence - Jim .Bailey 
Nebraska Service Center 
Vermont Service Center 
California Service Center 
Texas Service Center 
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OUTSIDE THE EMBASSY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

Hundreds of applicants line up for visas outside the American 
Embassy located in Xiu Shui Dong Jie early in Sam or 4am. 

With red bands on their arms, an old guy named Chang and his 
wife keep the line order. Quite a lot of folding tools are 
prepared for the applicants, They collect one Yuan from each 
person for the service of number registration and folding 
tools. Some old, sick, disabled or worldly-wise persons often 
pay the Old Chang 40 to 50 Yuan for the early numbers without 
being noticed. 

The Chang family's daily income is around 400 to 500 Yuan, 
around 10,000 per month. Sometimes more, sometimes less. Like 
days before, the government's agencies closed due to the 
unreached agreements between the American Congress and 
Government so the embassy didn't issue any visas. Things 
lasted for 1 month and the old Chang had no income for that 
month. However, the Old Chang didn't look anxious. Loss of 
last month will be recovered in this one. Applicants waiting 
for two months look especially crowded outside. Due to the 
hard efforts by the Old Chang, a moving Chinese "hugh dragon" 
calmed down while waiting for the embassy door open in the 
chilly wind. 

People whispered when they were waiting: 

"Hew many times' have you been here for the visa?" 

"Is it not easy during these days?" 

"It depends on which diplomat! The 'black' one is easier and 
it's hard to say for the 'white' one." 

"Sometimes the 'white' one is also kind, like window 6, the guy 
with blue eyes and blond hair." 

"What should I do if I can't speak English?" 

"These Americans are all sinologues sound like that 'Da Shan' 
on TV . " 


Some of them have been refused many times. They are familiar 
with each other. Having excha.nged the experience, summed up 
the lessons and found out the characters of these American 
diplomats, they prepared well for the challenge. 

When it's getting light, people excited again, standing up from 
the stool. The others followed without any hesitation. 
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People standing there for 1 or 2 hours like they are here to 
purchase new market stocks. For not knowing when the door will 
be open, some of them don't dare to go to WC. An old man 
hesitated: 

"Is there still enough time to go to the WC?" 

He had no idea who he was asking for. 

Some warm-hearted person answered him: "Just stick on a while 
otherwise you'll waste these hours for lining up." 

Then abuses shouted up from the queue: "Why don't they make a WC 
outside? seems much piss in the cold days." 

Some of them could' t stand it then went to the corner of the 
building to release. But most people had suffered for their 
self-esteem. 

Afterwards, several had been informed to enter the little room. 

The Old Chang and his wife called the numbers on the list. The 
line moved slowly. 

Applicants had to line up for the 170 Yuan application fee. 

Some had to pay 1000 Yuan for the multi -entry visa fee. After 
that, they needed to fill out the forms and wait for the 
interview. 

It seems there is only one most important point for the visa 
standard "anti-immigration". So all questions and dialogues are 
based on this. 

An old lady wanted to visit her daughter in the States. The 
young American with big nose, blue eyes asked her: 

"What's your purpose to the States?" 

"To visit my daughter. She’s giving birth. Difficult labor." 

The young American was confused with "difficult labor" . He 
asked seriously again. 

The old lady answered impatiently : "That m.eans not easy to give 
birth. Baby's hip came out first." 

The American consul still confused : "Where should be out first?" 
"Head, head first, you understand!" 

"Yeh, it must be dangerous. Why you go there alone? Where is 
your husband?" 

"Passed away long time ago." 
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"Anyone related Co you here in China?" 

"Son and 'sun zi' are both in China. How could I immigrate?" 

"What do you mean 'sun zi'? Is that an insulting word?" 

The old lady explained to the young consul patiently It ‘ s not 
a insulting word. 'sun zi' is my grandson. Not a slang." 

The American consul learned something new and very happy. He 
repeated sun zi' grandson. OK, you passed." 

Next was a young man being refused to study abroad for many 
times. The entrance time had passed. He had to try an idea 
taught by the others. 

He came to the window, standing straightly, with right hand on 
his chest, then song American anthem. So che ocher American 
consuls had to stand up and song together. After that, the 
interview began. 

Scaring at his eyes, nothing special, the consul asked him: “Why 
did you sing our anthem?" 

The young man said: "The American and the Chinese are friendly, 
it couldn't be exclusive. I'd like to study modern technics 
from the American people. I hope you'll support me." 

"OKI" visa's issued. 

Qt course, some inapplicable applicants are quite rude. A 
middle-aged man in Western dress, holding cellular phone, 
shouted in the embassy ; "Damn it! We are doing che science 
research. Your program© couldn't be done without our help." 

The consul reviewed his forms and refused him. He was given the 
reason through the microphone : "Sir, you have no proper reason. 
You wife has no fixed income in the States and couldn't afford 
you. Please go out, otherwise we have to force you." 

At this time, several Negro soldiers appeared beside him, he 
had to leave angrily. 

Most of the refused applicants are assumed as immigration 
intendency. There are misunderstandings in some of them. 



- 3 - 
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A single old man had been refused to visit his son for several 
times. He had no option. That morning, he sat in the 
wheel-chair and told the consul:"! have to take medication for 
my legs in the States- Here is the notice from the American 
hospital. I believe that only the American doctors can cure my 
legs and I was told the sooner the better.*' The consul issued 
him the visa. 

when he picked up the yellow visa sheet, he stood up 
immediately, and said sarcastically I ' m the doctor myself. 

I've cured many foreigners' sickness. The treatment condition 
in the States is much better but the technics is not as good as 
ours. He left the wheel-chair and walked quickly away. 

For sure, the happiest is the Cld Chang. For he knows those 
been refused will be back here some day, and that's the way his 
fortune comes from. The board in the fee collection place of 
Che embassy is said "welcome next time" . 

The Old Chang's income is small potato compared with Che 
embassy's. The income of visa fees per day is tens of thousand, 
and hundreds of thousand for one month. It is a good way of 
earning during the days full cf disputes between the American 
Congress and Government. 

But it's a big expense for Chinese who are willing to go to the 
States, let alone standing in the chilly wind for ten hours. 
Some of them have to pay more chan thounds yuan even ten 
thousands yuan for the transportation fee. 

Actually here is another fact couldn't be ignored: The foreign 
students studying abroad are outstanding ones here in China. 

The Chinese government paid much on them and after they 
finished their studies they become the tax payer of the 
American Government . 

Look at this long line. When it could be shorten? When the 
"dragon" could turn it's head back? 

Is this the way paving to the heaven or to the hell? 


Article .from magazine "Beijing Chronicle" April, 1996 
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.Subject 

3 PRC's who were refused entry 
on 12/11/9S 

Dale 

December 12, 1995 

T« 

F(om 

Fred Ho, BIl 

Marc Beeson, II 




On Deceinber 11, 1995 a group of Chinese were seeking to enter the 
United States foi; business. Two of the three were questioned by 
this writer, while roving, while the other was secondaried by II 
Blake. 

In secondary, the three people claimed not to know one another, 
which was found out later to be false. They were all traveling 
together, though they went through separate lines, and were 
carrying invitation letters from LCP International. The faxed 
letters were sent one minute apart and the tickets that they were 
carrying were in sequential order. 

The subjects all claimed to be coming to the U.S. for business. 
They claimed to be coming to learn about computers, which is what 
they said they did in China. Specific questions were asked to the 
subjects regarding computers, and the subjects were unable to 
ansvfer them. They could not tell this writer what RAM (random 
access memory) was. They were unaware of the brand of computers 
that they sold in China and could not tell me any of the different 
cwnponents of a computer. The subjects did not want to give a 
written statement on an I-215B. 

LCP Int'l was called and they said that the subjects were 
registered for courses in the U.S. but that they were not 
responsible for making sure the subjects left the U.S. once the 
courses were completed. 

The subjects were in possession of passports, tickets, $1,000, a 
business card and a small amount of clothing. They were carrying 
no documentation regarding the training that was about to take 
place, nor did anyone come to claim responsibility for the 
subjects. 
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Farm I'aitU 
(Itav. »-'l T3)Y 


UNlTfcD blAtts* DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
IMMIOBATION AND NATURAUZATJON S£RVICe 
RECORD OP SWORN STATEME?«T IN AFFIDAVIT FORM 

AFFIDAVIT 


^ — Wu , Ytng Dlao 


EXECUTED AT, 

Before the following officer of the U.S. Immigration and Naturalteation Service: 


-FILE NO 

_ DATE l2/n(9S 


lA the. 


.language. Interpreter. 


.used. 


acknowledge that the above-named officer 

has identified himself to me as an officer of the United States Immigration and Naturalization Service, 
authorized by law to administer oaths and take testimony in connection .with the enforcement of the 
Immigration and Nationality laws of the United States. He has informed me that he desires to take my 
sworn statement regarding:- 


Subject refused to make statement. 



8 Name 

JU , INDIAN olr""”' 


# 


♦ K SI 

AiRUNES 
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t R. * a ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

TU Minis&r 9f ferfl^ AJJnn of Iht f^tpUt Ktimblic of Ckira 
up\uiii tfH civil on4 mUitary eutherttia of foreign evuntrUs to allov ti 
Hearer of Ihti passport to pass freely anJaJ, 


eri assislanee in case of need. 




^ ^ A 

WU YIHGOI.AH 

« * jt A 8 ^ ^ 

Hi UKEHPLOYED 1 HAMEP.,, 

CBM OM»ita<k tii4ia« 


1959. 06. 23 

; At 

9-? .IIIN 19R9 

i BEIJING 

^^■liaaii Ou.^<.(iry 

1997. 12., ®2 
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LCP International Institute 

LniifioafiC TraJttrn^. t,'Hivcr»Jij I rci>uriii«<»n «iit) ri«cci>u-iiu 
{MJtl AdmiiiJstftttioii Scoice# 


December 4 , 1995 


Beijing Sun Electronic Technology Engineering Company, Ltd . 

Rm, 3203 Zhi Yu Hotel No. 55 Zheng Kwong Road 
Haidian District 

ATTM; Mr, Wii Ymg Dian, Mar^aget 

It is our sincere pleasure to formally invite the members of the short-term study-tour 
group from your esteemed company to attend the customized busmess and cuiture 
program developed and performed by LCP International Institute. The program will be 
held at our Center in Sacramento, California, U.S.A. from December 11 through 22, 
1995, The program will include activities designed to provide the participants with a 
well-rounded exposure to U.S. business practices and American culture, as well as 
training in business English. In addition, the group will taj<e part in a one-day industry 
visit to enhance their understanding of U.S. management and operations practice in the 
exporting business. 

We very much look forward to the anival in California of the three participants from 
your a>mpany: 

D_aJg_o/£f>j_h 

Mr. Wu Ying Dian, Manager 06/23/59 

Mr. Yin Wei Dong, Sales ^^tglneer 10/27/63 

Mr. Wang Sales Engineer 11/06/63 




If we may be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us. 


Sincerely, 



Manijeh Brueggeman 
Vice President 


MB:bb 


ExMutiv* 930 AmT Tbvr, aoOMrvine Center Driven Irvine. CA 92718 
.. %!: 1714) tweeeo Fa*; 014) isa-oeso 

ftllQWsisip ManagemeRt DWsieBr 405 Unlwrafty DiWikt Bu1l<liQa 1107 K.E. 45th Eireet. Stittle, WA 93106 
Tth (206) 6474106 Fax; (206) 6474106 


•Ct!jfoml»St»t»Unl*enIl* ■Uai’retaitr of iMIandi Center ‘IrviBe WlerCoUeteCed 
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3‘t‘tqin38 OH 

, , I 

mmigrafion and 
'Jaluralirilion Service 

-94 

Vrrivfil Record 


< Family Name 


2 Firu (Given 1 Name 

Ting piM , . . , , , 

.t Birth Oair iDayrMo Vi) 

2? .<>(■ .5? , 

rCovBirvcr C.t.«.«h.p 


S.Sea (Male or Frmalcl 



Male. , . . 

( Paupon Kumbei 

1 f Airlineand Flight Numbei 

1 Cl 004 

1 Ceveivv Wharc Vou Live 

1 d Ciiy Where Vov Boarded 

ChiJia, 

L_1oM_ 

^opg 

) Cur Vrhrrt Vbj Wai Itiued 

1 II Dale luuedtOi;, Me rn 

104 1 12 1 9S , 

• ACareu While m the tinned Siaica INvmhec and Sirrcir 

Hotel 

iCiir end Stale 

SactaveQtp , , , , 

. , I 

, Ca.. . , , 


3HH<ni38 OH 

. . I 

nmiintion and 

aturalUation Service 

'irparturc Record 


iSHlHHBIH 05 
■ . . I 

Immigration and 
Naturalitalion Service 
1-94 

Arrival Record 




; Tint (Civenl ^amr 

7. 1 . hi h.t^ f. M , , , I 

J Birth Daieiflii. M», Vrt 

n ,i>t 1 . f 1 

a Country of Ciliaeiuhip 

$ Sex (Waw m Frmalcl 

U.A.t.S. . 

6 Pmpofi NemtKr 

1 : Airline and Mi|hi vumori 

, \r ,l.f} .n .(L , , 


r't^' 


lO Cii> Where Voa Wu luued 

A, f:, / .J",-/ .m,6 

li Dale IttuediDiy M» Yii 

1 , 1 1 1 

12 Addmt While m the VBiiidhiaioIXuiTiMr and Sireeii 

IHn.T.B-.L. , , , , 

b CHy and Siaie 

[<.a, r'.g.AM.e-.n ,7,0 

■ r A 


I OrpMvrr Hae>ef 

I iHHlHHBIH 05 




Immigration and 
Naiuralitaiion Service 
i-94 

Departure Record 


Firtt iCivenl Same 

Ying Plan , 


23 , OA , 59 




5 Finl(Oi<e«|nan 




' Covairy ©I CliiacniKip 

(■H.I -H.A. 




I II, Binh Dale lOa? 'Me, Til 

jAixAxiAj 


•ec Other Side 


STAPLE HERE 


See Other Side 


STAPLE HERE 
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POflT or FltAWCl-SCfl. {lAl.U'OKK f A _ _ DATE 

To the O"nor, Agent, Cotieignee, Cfiart'iror, ^tftster, Cou'ninn'fifig OHicot, or Officrr In Ciinrge of t!ia 

. CHim AIltLIWES, BLItar CIQOi 

~ _Linc, 

- PursuBHt ta Ih-s ptevisioos o( the W.ii^fnticr. nnd .MntJonAlky Act, nnd the Rccul.Uiona issued by 
tho .^lU)r^cy Gonerfti theteundef, vou nro directed (o- - 
aOeUtn on board. 

CD Deport from the United Sutes. H^AT, D EC ME R 11. 1995 g UOO SpORS 

■ ggn — M. 

{ : Present to „ — — — 

fo> tl,, (ollowin, ,.„o, fal /'tlEJ(S) SOT Al)HtSS 18 L !:_TOJMJanOL§»^ 


tha alianfa) named belo»: 

HAWZ 

VO tlNC DIAN 06/23/59 

cum tw s UMi 'lilM/ JT 

BMK JIBG Kmc ll/e</63 


sTATin OH v tr ret oa AnfcnArr 


PASSKtCER 

PASSQfGER 


NOTE TO AIRLINE REPRESENTATIVE: 

The above named passenger vbicb arrived on year 
lllghe ae'jndleaced above. Is held in Service 
Custody to coBiplete inspection at a later date 
and place' Should hc/she be found ercludable 
and so ordered by an Iioralgratlon Judge, your 
airline will be held responsible for cost of 
his/her remowai from the United States. 


Raceiptof lie ihove^alice is hewby icScnowlednd: 


MARK SEESem, IMHIGSATI08 ^ | JO" 

»JkW) , .. JgC. , // .. ..p^ 


. H It W- 


4 *•’ ‘w**!*** u 


* e>-v »«*»w 5— 

*..«tal« «><• 
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Inventory of Items Removed from Beiiin2 office of 
Charles M. Parish Jr. 


• Genuine Rosewood Ballpoint Pen, Letter Opener, Trifocal Magnifier (Noymer) 

• One blue Reebok watch 

• Gold letter opener, paperweight, and letter opener (Qualcomm International) 

• One black leather Celine wallet 

• One Bank of China 925 Sterling Silver Proof Medallion, minted by the Singapore 
Mint, in red case 

• One Gold and Silver Plated IBM watch 

• Small red silk purse containing 2 acorn stamps 

• Envelope labeled "Thank You."' with lour cards, each containing Chinese stamps: 

- red picture card with two stamps dated April 4. 1993 

- w'hite picture card with four stamps dated November 1 0, 1 995 

- light green picture card with four stamps dated November 28, 1995 

- dark green card with four stamps dated March 20, 1996 

• One gold and silver plated Quill Ballpoint pen labeled Dubois Business College 

• One "Chinese Arts & Crafts (H.K.) I^ID. Plastic Bag with Hong Kong Tourist 
Association Seal 

• One Uniled Colors of Benetton Large Plastic Bag 

• Empty box in Christmas wrapping paper, attached card w ith " 1 hank You letter from 
Christopher Maizone on "Foster Wheeler" paper. Dated March 1 9. with no \car 


given 




Parish Inventory 


• One 10 KT Gold Filled Cross' Ballpoint pen, with GE (General Electric) symbol 
Geojfrey Beene blue silk necktie in “Stem’s” box 

• Box with 100% silk necktie and suspenders set 

• Large brown envelope to Mr. Charles Parish from Yuzhi Duan (Jenny), with label 
stating contents as being a gift of 4 lies. Dated March 19, 1 996, contains “Thank 
You” letter 

• Three Business Cards: 

- Xui Wen Wang, Dean of International Studies, DuBois Business College (PA) 

- Christopher F. Malzone, Commercial Director, Foster Wheeler Energy 
Corporation (NJ) 

- Zou Xue, Chairman of the Board. The Light City Co. I,DT (Beijing) 





INTEROFFICE MEMO 


Date: 

03/30/98 

To: 

RSO - J. McWhirt^'; M. Chu 

CC: 

Charge - Mr. McCahill; C^Dt^on 

From: 

Non^migrant Visa Unit - uP. Nilpin 

Subject; 

Anotier Report on Past Visa Malfeasance 


[ had a meeting on Friday afternoon, Maicii 27th, Cynthia Bushman of 
Veimur investments H.. inc. of San Diego. Califoma. Ms. Bushman's firm 
wishes to seli Califemia real estate to wealthy Chinese business people and she 
had quesfions on visa procedures. Ms. Bushman is a FHipina'American 
used to reside in Beijing with her ex-husband, who was a business 
representative fora U.S. firm In the agficullural business. She said she is weU 
acquainted with Mr. Xie of our Embassy from tfie time she Jived here. 

Ms. Bushman said that she vwshed to be “above board and follow proper 
procedures" in t^iV processing in Beijing "especially after what happened with 
your predecessor.* She said that there was a FiSpino-American in California 
who had been Involved visa processing wth Qiaries Pari^ and so “a lot of 
people in California are aware of what happened." Playhg stupid, I asked her 
what exadly she meant. Ms. Bushman replied “Visas for S-E-X." Ms. 
&i5hman left her business card and said she perkKScaiiy wxms to Chir\a on 
business. 




258 


© 


Office of Inspector General 

Information of Record Form 


1 Case No: 98-039 

1 Date; 2/27/98 | 


GUO HAI FAN 
Chinese National 

Burlington, VT ' ~ 

GUO HAI FAN, an illegal Chinese alien was interviewed at the Burlington Airport, located in 
Burlington, VT, by Special Agent Natalie C. Murphy, with the U.5. Department of State, 
Washington, D.C. and Special Agent with USINS, Border Patrol , Sector 

Headquarters, Canadian Border Intelligence Center, Swanton, VT, telephone number: 

FAN provided substantially the following information: 

FAN stated that he had the opportunity to purchase a L-I multiple-entry visa a couple of years 
ago from an individual by the r\ame of Feng Li, a manager with People's Republic of China 
Immigration Authority. FAN related that he met Li and a woman identified only as Mrs. Zhao, 
at a business trade show in Beijing in December 1995. FAN described Zhao as in her early 
forties and an employee at the U S. Embassy. It was said that she can arrange for a multiple- 
entry L-1 visa for FAN for $7,000. It was also said in this meeting that he should not take too 
long to think about this because the other Embassy employee involved in this scheme, who 
goes by the name of "Paul", was due to rotate back to the U.S. soon. Zhao's home phone 
number is: 10-65323431 and her work number at the Embassy is 10-665323431, ext 234. "Paul" 
was described as a black, male employee. Zhao also said she could get other types of visas. 

FAN did not purchase a visa from Li or Zhao, he said he did not want to pay die $7,000 they 
were asking. 

FAN was shown the Foreign Service National (FSN) staffing pattern and identified the name of 
the visa assistant, Guangqian Zhao, as the Embassy employee he met with. 

Upon his return to Beijing, FAN was asked to contact Li to determine if visas can still be 
purchased from the U.S. Embassy in Beijing. 




U.8 . OE PAHTM EN T OF 3 r^ 
OmCC OF INSPECTOR QCHEfUL 
IMVE0TI(MT1ON« 

m 3 1 1998 

amiv 


1998 ^ 



At: Burlington, VT 

Date Drafted: 3/3/98 



This document contains neither recommendationt nor conclusions of the OIC. It is the property of the OIG and 
loaned to you for official purposes only, hand its contents are not to be distributed without permission of the C 
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DIPLOMATIC SECURITY 


I 121 1222 MY » 
rtl AMIVtSSY •(ijlie 
1C SiCiraiE MSHCC IC2I 


;e« cs/er/Eta, BS/CR/vr 

(. 0 . I 2 JM: in 
IRSS: Utc 

SUtlECT: ROSSIIIE YISt HI SCCMUCT/CTIICE YIMITlMS 
I. KME Cr CASE SUlJECT U IE PtOtlBEO IT SERUAtC 


2. ISO MS IIQUISTES l< tlMCE TO MIlfCIPRTE IR > 
RlEliWi KITH SUliECr, CWfill. tlB TIE I2U HE UCRICM 
CillEENS SERVICES. tlE PUIP95I BP TIE nEETIIS MS TO 
ClSCtlSS ILLECaTICN V WESTIMtllE CCSHKI IT SURJ2CT 
VIS PBSITlOR III 1VE EMASST lEiilW VIS! SECIIH. SUIJEBT 
lETSRVEt THE EVEXiHG Bf SI APRil, l»t FIBH t TRIP TO THE 

UNirED STATES. THE REETIM lOCVRIEO M 1 UT M. 


• TAHC . tl PIR« (2)12/7711/1822), MR 1) Hi 
EHPlOYEE IDIPlOlUTie SERVias ItlRElUT BO Ri 
IN ASSISTAKT TO SUBJECT AHt SITS WITI HU II 


A. COHSUIAIE RECORDS INOlCATE TRAT SUtJEOT ISSUED VISIS 
FOR THE rv9 Mf5l. ALL TRREE SETS Of TICRETS PH THE 
FlUHT CAIE FROn THE SA(C TRAVEL AitKT US Ail VEIt 
I09AED OH THE SAHE FURKT. 

1. THE PIE-IHTCRVieV IHFHHAriO ALSO REVEKER THAT TIE 
SUIIECI WAS SIVtl A liRTHOAT PUTT II JUVUT ISIS. TIE 
PAITT VIS HELD II THE lALLlOM OP TIE CUU( OHO IC«EN{> 
aOTEl, ALSO HHOVa AS TIE HtARUO FAMIW. IT «AS A lAISE 
PARIT VHItR HOST KHIEIS OF THE {HSUIITE STAFF ATniSEB. 

8. THE-COIMCH OPEHEB (HE OISCVSSIM WTI SOUCHTS 
RtSIROlNG HIS CMCERN ABOUT TIE LAA PIDCEDUIES II THE VISA 
SECtlSH. THESE IHCIUDED TIC tmcOUATE CMTICLS WHICH 
LCAS TO AOCOUNTAIILirT PIMlCRS FOR TIE (WET lECCIVIO PH 
VISE FEES AHO FH THE PISA FOILS. THSE LU CMOITIOHS 
ALOHG VITH THE WESTlfRABLE PRACTICE OF SPECIAL TIEATHEHT 
FOP SOKE CLIEHTS HAS lEAO TO A EEHERAi PERCCPriH OF 
inPEOPAIETT II TIE U.S. EPBASSr VISA SECTIM. 

2. SUliCCT WAS THE! CVESTIMED UOOT IIS REOEHT TRIP. 
SUIIECI STATES That he PMCHASEO RIS OW rieiET usug his 
PERSOIAL FWOS FlOH A PUILiC UEIT ItCOfCHSED IT THE 
lOITHVtST AlllllES OFFICE. HE PAIO A FEE FK THE TICKET 
THAT WAS avAILAIIE TO UY WALlFlEO PURCHASER. RE STITED 


KUIR lAHR fl SF IT 1211222 RTSS IRIT 
TiAI IE HELPED AJIRUtE FM THE TICEETS FH THE TWD TRAYEL 
C0P7AIIMS RUT DID ROT PIT FH TREll TiCIETS. JHD DID ROT . 
MOW THE SOURCE OF TIE (WET JSEB TO PAT FOR tPEll j 

TiOAETs. HE ruiriEi STirce that tie two wo«h «re his i 
FEIEHS AHO THAI TIEIE WAS HD AODlTIMAl REIAIIMSHIP. IE \ 
Also SAID THAI TIE TW MH TIAITlEO VITH HIH TO AHO FIOI '' 
TIC U.S. M THE iUf FlIUT AID SPEIT VARIOUS PHTIOHS OF 
tlK WITH HIR DUtiK TIE TUP. ' 

I. ISO lERIHDEfi SUlJECt THAT OEPUTICHT PDl ICT llOUIItS ^ 
TIAT IE REPORT ART PEISHAL REIATIMSHIP WITH A CHIHESE 
UIlHAi II WICI mil IS RFFCCTiOi, ICFlUEKC, OR 
ORLtRATIOR. ISO ALSO lEHICOCD SWJEOT TBIT IE MIST KPORT 
tlSTAICES Of CeiUlTATIOI MICH IS DEFlIED AS SKUJIC TRE 
SARC tIVIK WAITERS VIII FORtiU lATIOHAlS FOR TIE KTTtR 
PUT Of ME UEEI. SVtJCCI DID ROT RESPOND TO THESE 
REnilDllS. 

I. SUiJECT HAS ASICO IF lE HAD EVER RECEIVED ANT ItEII OF 
MTERIAL VALUE IRCl UDiK tl FTS, FIVORS, OR EHTERTAIHKNI 
FIOR U20IC MO RAS IITEIESIS THAI RAT It SUiSTAH I ALLY 
AFFECTED IT THE PERFOIHAACE 01 RM-PEIPORHARCE OF HIS 
PERSORAl (UTirS, RIS-A-VIS. THE ISSUANCE Of VISAS. THE 
SUIJECT lESPOlDte THAT IE HAD aECUVCR AS WEIL AS eiVEI 
SHALL SIFT iTtHS lUT IE RAO HOT RECEIVED UTlHINS OF 

SI6IIRICAHT VALUE, HE VAS THEN OUCSTIOHES AtOUT THE 
llRTHtAT PUK HE VAS IIYCLVEC VIlH II JANUARY 1216. HE 
STATEC THAT THIS VAS I FU'T CIVEI IT HIS PRiEHO EOU, 
nci, THAT THE PART’ VAS AL SO A iIRTHOAT PUTP (OR HER. 
lie THAT HE SID lOT RE.tBER THE LOCATION. SUIJECT STATE) 
That HfniERS » tie cohsjlate hu attehoed lur he did hot 
RECALL HOV TKET MRE IKITEO. ACS HEAD IIICRJECTED THAT 
HE HAD SEEN KDIYiDUAl IHVLTATIOHS FOP RCRSERS OF THE 
CWSULATE STARE, UO TIAT THE IlYlTATin INDICATED THAI 
TK PUTF WAS FOR SUIJCCT. lA ACSPOxSe TO WESTIMS AS TO 
THE NATURE OP LOU'S lUSitESS, SUt.ECT STATED THAT SHE RU 
A U.S. REAL ESTATE DCYEICPHEHI tOKPAHT. SUIJECT ASnilTCD 
THAT lOV SPOHSHED SOK VISA AECiUEStS. CONCCH TRCH 
PRODUCED A STACI lAIOUF IS) LETTERS K IHVlIATlOAS SIGHED 
•r 20U WHICH HAD lEEH FOLSO !l SMJECI’S OFFItC DVRIIK HIS 
AISERCE. The CONIEH IO HETHIEni THE LETTERS AlMG VITH 
THE ASSOClATEC 0F-1S8S TO USE AS EJtAnPlCS OF IPPRCPER 
NAmiRG S CUSULitE PAPERVORA, lUT HAS ROT MOM OF AJVT 


ASSOCIATION HIT! THE lilTIOAT PAAIT URlIl THIS OISCUSSlSN. 
SURJCCT UAinCU THAI II )A0 HELD M T) THE PAPLRMRN TO H 
U UNOFFICIAL STUt> OF lOW KAHY PEOPLE ACTUAilT IETURI TO 
CIIU MEN ISSUES Tin ITPE OF TIIA. 

II. SUIJECT VAS ASAE8 '0 DISCUSS OTHER CHIIESl 
RELATlONSIlPS AH FIIEIDS. lE SILTED THAT IE ERJOTED 
IHTTRlCTlHC Will FIE tlIRtSE SOVTWIITr, MO THAT It *WAS 
10 PBIH.' RSO REHIROED lUIJtCT THAT HiS PERCEPTION Cf A 


OETEIIllE IF RIS IC’iVl’lES YICUATtS THE CODE OF ETHICAL 
OONCUiT. u INSmOuiiS ^9 GAVE RIH A GIFT 91 FAVORS AAO 
LATER RECEIVEO A VISA FlOH HlH HIMT CAUSE OTHERS TO 
eOESTIOR HIS HDTIYAIIOi, i.E.. IE WOULD HAVE EIGAGEB IN U 
UTIVlTl TIAT ORtATED TIL LPPEUAACC THAT HE WAS Y)9(AtllC 
TIE LAW W ETVlCAl ST10UO. SUBJECT WAS TREt 
yeCiFICALLV ASUD IF IE IAS EVER RAS A IRTIUTE 
lELAtlONSHiP win UTOOE TO WON 1C HAS SUIStWEITLY GIVTH 
A RISA. SUIJECT lEMlSB SILERT AR DIO ROT RESPOND. 
lORIVER. AFTER TEE IBETIIG SUIJECT CAJC 10 THE ISO OFFICE 
ua EAPLA’NEC rilT HE 919 ROT RtSPONO AECAUSE HE BIO HOT 

wiSR re Discuss us peissnal life ii froit of the other 
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T KISU? Mt MWCt fCCl KIM fill FM HE KIMS IftOCESUD 
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TELEGRAM 
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UNCLAS DS CHANNEL SECSTATE 102289 

Laserl : 

ACTION: RSO-2 
INFO: //ZERO// 

DISSEMINATION: DS 
CHARGE: PROG 

VZCZCBJ0112 
RR RUEHBJ 

DS RUEKC #2289 1372116 
ZNR UUUUU ZZH 
R 162109Z MAY 96 
FM SECSTATE WASHDC 
TO AMEMBASSY BEIJING 3952 
BT 

UNCLAS STATE 102289 

DS CHANNEL FOR RSO FROM DS/CR/VF 

E.O. 12958: N/A 
TAGS : AS EC 

SUBJECT: V- 96- 00 066 

REF: A. SCHURMAN 5/16/96 E-MAIL B. BEIJING 14059 

1 . THIS CASE HAS NOT YET BEEN BROUGHT BEFORE AN AUSA FOR 
PROSECUTION. HOWEVER, HEADQUARTERS HAS CONSULTED WITH AN 
AUSA TO REQUEST GUIDANCE CONCERNING THE ISSUES RAISED IN 
REFTEL A. THE MEETING PLANNED FOR FRIDAY SHOULD BE 
LIMITED STRICTLY TO THE PERSONNEL DECISION POST 
MANAGEMENT HAS MADE. PARAGRAPH 6 IN REFTEL B APPEARS TO 
BE THE GROUNDS FOR THE ACTIONS MADE BY POST. THE SUBJECT 
SHOULD NOT BE QUESTIONED IN ANY WAY ABOUT HIS POSSIBLE 
CRIMINAL ACTIVITY. ANY QUESTIONS 

RELATED TO HIS POSSIBLE CRIMINAL INVOLVEMENT COULD 
JEOPARDIZE A FUTURE PROSECUTION. HEADQUARTER'S MAIN 
CONCERN IS THAT THE SUBJECT COULD CLAIM THAT HE WAS 
COMPELLED TO ANSWER ANY QUESTION ASKED OF HIM DURING THE 
MEETING. 

2. DS/CR/VF SUGGESTS THAT THE RSO PARTAKE IN THE MEETING 
TO ENSURE THE INTEGRITY OF THE INVESTIGATION. 

HEADQUARTERS HAS NO PROBLEMS INFORMING THE SUBJECT DURING 
THE MEETING THAT DS HAS OPENED A CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION 
LOOKING INTO SOME OF THE ALLEGATIONS. 

CHRISTOPHER 

BT 

#2289 

NNNN 


UNCLAS 


DS CHANNEL 


SECSTATE 102289 




264 



UNCLAS 

DS CHANNEL 

BEIJING 14370 

Laserl : 




ACTION: 

RSO-2 



INFO: 

//ZERO// 





DISSEMINATION: DS 
CHARGE : PROG 


APPROVED: RSO : DPSCHURMAN 
DRAFTED : RSO : DPSCHURMAN 
CLEARED: NONE 


VZCZCBJI511 
RR RUEHC 

DE RUEHBJ #4370 1272344 
ZNR UUUUU ZZH 
R 062344Z MAY 96 
FM AMEMBASSY BEIJING 
TO SECSTATE WASHDC 7269 
BT 

UNCLAS BEIJING 014370 


DS CHANNEL 


SENSITIVE 
FOR DS/CR/VF 


E. 0.12958: N/A 

TAGS : ASEC 

SUBJECT: V-96-00066 

REF: A. STATE 92151, B. BEIJING 14059, C. STATE 83229, 

D. STATE 83601 

1. THE INFORMATION MENTIONED IN REFTEL B, PARAGRAPH 3 WAS 
PREPARED PRIOR TO THE 1 MAY 96 MEETING BUT WAS NOT GIVEN 
TO RSO UNTIL 3 MAY 96. THE INFORMATION HAS BEEN FAXED AS 
REQUESTED . 

2. RSO HAS AGAIN CONTACTED ACTING CG TO ENSURE THAT NO 
ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATION IS OCCURRING. HOWEVER, BASED ON 
THE 1 MAY 96 DISCUSSION AND AGREEMENTS WITH SUBJECT, 

ACTING CG HAS FELT COMPELLED TO CONTINUE WITH THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MEASURES TO IMPROVE ACCOUNTABILITY 
AND CONTROLS IN THE CONSULATE. THIS INCLUDES TIGHTENING 
UP AND FORMALIZING THE REQUIREMENT FOR THOSE GROUPS GIVEN 
SPECIAL TREATMENT ON VISA REQUESTS. SOME OF THESE 
MEASURES HAD BEGAN PRIOR TO THE 1 MAY 96 MEETING, AND WERE 
IN RESPONSE TO THE INQUIRIES/PROBLEMS NOTED IN REFTELS C 
AND D. IT HAD BECOME OBVIOUS THAT THERE WAS A PROBLEM OF 
INAPPROPRIATE REFERRALS, EVEN FROM CHINESE GOVERNMENT 


UNCLAS DS CHANNEL BEIJING 14370 
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UNCLAS DS CHANNEL BEIJING 14370 

MINISTRIES. THE MINISTRY OF HEALTH WAS ONE OF THE GROUPS 
AND THEY HAVE BEEN INFORMED THAT THEY CAN NO LONGER SUBMIT 
VISA REFERRALS UNTIL THEY HAVE CLEARED UP THEIR PROBLEM OF 
INAPPROPRIATE REFERRALS. 

3 . IT APPEARS THAT THERE ARE A NUMBER OF SOURCES OP VISA 
REFERRAL PROBLEMS. IN ONE CASE A SINGLE INAPPROPRIATE 
PERSON WAS ADDED TO A LIST OF VALID TRAVELERS. IN OTHER 
CASES THE ENTIRE LIST IS BOGUS. IN THE FORMER CASE, IT IS 
LIKELY THAT INDIVIDUALS WITHIN THE CHINESE GOVERNMENT 
REFERRAL GROUP ARE INVOLVED. IN THE LATER CASE, THE REALM 
OF POSSIBILITIES ALSO INCLUDES TOTALLY BOGUS DOCUMENTS 
BEING INTRODUCED DIRECTLY INTO THE CONSULATE WITH 
ASSISTANCE OF A CONSULATE STAFF MEMBER <S) . THE MEASURES 
INSTITUTED AT THE CONSULATE ARE INTENDED TO ADDRESS AN 
ARRAY PROBLEMS AND WERE NOT DIRECTED AT THE SUBJECT OF V- 
96-00066. 

4. BE ADVISED THAT POST IS STILL CONSIDERING DIRECTING 
THE SUBJECT'S DEPARTURE FROM POST FOR LOSE OF CONFIDENCE. 
HIS POSITION AS SUPERVISOR OF THE SECTION AND RATING 
OFFICER FOR JUNIOR, UNTENURED OFFICER IS FORCING 
MANAGEMENT OF EVALUATE ALL OPTIONS. KALLFORD 

BT 

#4370 

KNNN 


UNCLAS 


DS CHANNEL 


BEIJING 14370 
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UNCLAS DS CHANNEL BEIJING 14122 

Laserl : 

ACTION: RSO-2 
INFO: //ZERO// 

DISSEMINATION: DS 
CHARGE: PROG 

APPROVED: RSO : DPSCHURMAN 
DRAFTED: RSO : DPSCHURMAN 
CLEARED: NONE 

VZCZCBJI014 

RP pfTPLrr' 

DE R'JEHBJ #4122 1241058 
ZNR UtTJUU ZZH 
R 031058Z MAY 96 
FM AMEMBASSY BEIJING 
TO SSCSTATE WASHDC 6995 
BT 

UNCLAS BEIJING 014122 

DS CHANNEL 

SENSITIVE 

FOR DS/CR/VF 

E. 0.12958: N/A 

TAGS : ASEC 

SUBJECT: V-96-00066 

REF: A. STATE 91345, B. BEIJING 14059 

1. THE OF- 156 FORMS REQUESTED BY REFTEL A HAVE BEEN FAXED 
AS REQUESTED. THE FAX INCLUDED SEVERAL MORE RELEVANT 
APPLICATIONS (SPONSORED BY THE SAME COMPANY) IN ADDITION 
TO THE ORIGINAL OF- 156 FORMS DISCUSSED IN REFTEL B. THESE 
WERE GIVEN TO RSO BY THE CONGEN ON MAY 2, 1996. 

2 . REFTEL A ALSO REQUESTS INFORMATION ON HOW ALLEGATIONS 
WERE INITIALLY RECEIVED BY POST MANAGEMENT. SEVERAL 
EVENTS LED TO THE MEETING ON 1 MAY 1996. THE DCM HOSTED A 
DINNER ON 11 APRIL 96 FOR THE JUNIOR OFFICERS DURING WHICH 
THOSE WORKING IN THE CONSULATE VOICED CONCERN ABOUT THE 
LACK OF CONTROLS FOR VISA FOILS AND FEES. THE SUBJECT WAS 
ON VACATION AND THE CONGEN WAS ON TDY AT THE TIME. ON THE 
MORNING OF 12 APRIL 96, THE DCM CALLED IN THE ACS HEAD. 

WHO WAS ACTING FOR THE CONGEN IN HIS ABSENCE, AND ASKED 
ABOUT THE CONCERNS. AFTER THE CONGEN' S RETURN, HE ALSO 
MET WITH THE DCM AND INITIATED HIS EFFORTS TO TIGHTEN UP 
ACCOUNTABILITY AND PROCEDURES IN THE VISA SECTION. RSO 


UNCLAS DS CHANNEL BEIJING 14122 
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DS CHANNEL SECSTATE 107985 


C^yL 

DISSEMINATION: DS 
CHARGE: PROG 

VZCZCBJ0299 
00 RUEHBJ 

DE RUEHC #7985 1451841 
ZNR UUUUU ZZH 
0 241841Z MAY 96 
FM SECSTATE WASHDC 

TO AMEMBASSY BEIJING IMMEDIATE 4157 
BT 

UNCLAS STATE 107985 

DS CHANNEL SENSITIVE NOFORN 

E.O. 12958: N/A 
TAGS: ASEC 
SUBJECT: V-96-00066 
REF; (A) 96 BEIJING 16965 

1. rso should closely supervise the subject while he 
retrieves personal items ^rom his office, all items 
being removed by the subject should be reviewed and if 
they are deemed to be of possible evidentiary value, 
should be seized, a receipt for the item should be 
provided to the subject, after the subject has completed 
his retrieval and has vacated the office, rso should 
conduct a thorough search for evidence. possible items 
include visa applications, personal letters from visa 
applicants/recipients to the subject, ledgers, addresses, 
telephone numbers, and items that may have been provided 
to the subject as payments or gratuities. 

2. please advise the results of your investigation. 

CHRISTOPHER 

BT 

#7985 

NNNN 


UNCLAS DS CHANNEL SECSTATE 107985 


UNCLAS 

Laserl : 

ACTION: RSO- 2 
INFO; //ZERO// 
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loterOffice Memo 


To: 

NIV Staff 

From: 

Dan Piccuta, A/Cons 

CC: 

Arturo Macias, CG 

Don Schurman, RSO 

Date: 

May 3, 1996 

Subject: 

Ethical Conduct 


The reputation of our Embassy in general and of the visa section in particular is and 
should be one of our major concerns. The general public must have feith in the integrity 
of our visa issuing process. That faith can be maintained only if they perceive us to be 
handling visa cases in a feir and evenhanded manner. Even the appearance of impropriety 
on our part can damage our reputation. Each member of our staff has an important role in 
avoiding conduct that might create the appearance of impropriety. 

Specific types of conduct to be avoided are described below: 

- An employee working in the visa section may not receive gifts of any kind from 
individuals or companies who have visa business with the Embassy. This 
includes invitations for lunch or dinner or other social activities when the host is a 
visa applicant or represents visa applicants or has discussed visa applications with 
a member of the staff Any gift or invitation should be referred to the CG for his 
^eciflc approval. 

- Visa section employees should not discuss visa cases other than to confirm or 
deny that a visa was issued or to provide information about procedures to apply, 
or re-apply. 

- Passports for visa processing may only be taken through windows 0 or 2 
Qsrescreener or waiban), and only by the employee working the window that day. 
Only the CG has the autiiority to accept passports anywhere other than the 
windows. 

- Passports with visas are to be returned to the public or to waibans at the visa 
windows only, and only by the member of team I who has that responsibility for 
the day. Only the Consul General may return passports outside the windows. 

We appreciate the work you perform every day, often in pressing circumstances, and 
thank you for your contribution. If you have any questions about the conduct we expect, 
frfease feel free to discuss it. It is important that we all understand and abide by these 
guidelines. 


1 1 - EXHIBIT lijS 

; I '>•* 
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Embassy of iht tjnited Stains of Amerka 

Mays, 1996 
Beijing, China 

SENSITIVE Birr UHCLASSTFTED 

MEMORANDUM 



TO: Charge d’ Affaires, a.i. - Scott S. Haiiford - Eves Oaiv 

FROM: ADMMC - 

SUBJECT: Directed Departure • Options and Recommendations 

Dor. Schurman, Dan Piccuta and I have had two discussions this week with regard to 
Charles Parish and the question of whether the Chief of Mission should request his 
, — directed departurefrofniheDirectorGeneral of the Foreign Service. After you read this 
memorandum, I suggest that you convene a meetirvg with the three of us to discuss the 
case and the options related to whether directed dqsarture is in order and if so, how to 
proceed down that path. ^ 

For your background information, attached are the applicable FAM reflations dealing 
with “Directed Departure.” Key ponions of the FAM are summarized below. Full text of 
the regulations, with key portions highlighted are attached. 

3 FAM 2443.2 ■■ Involuntary Curtailment - (COM Request to DG) 

“Should the chief of mission lose confidence that an employee's continued assignment 
serves the best interests of the Foreign Service or the post, the chief of mission may ask 
the Director GenKai to immediately curtail the employee’s tour of duty." 

3 FAM 2444 • Procedures (for Curtailment Request) 

a. In requesting to the Director General (through DIRGEN Channel) the employee’s 
curtailment, the COM’s message must: 

“Include background information on any incidents which support the request.” 

- “Confirm that ihe employee has been informed of the request and the reasons 
therefore; and'* 

“Confirm that the employee has been advised of his/her right to submit sqsarately 
any pertinent comments.” 

b. “Excf^t in cases of serious misconduct, criminal activities, or actions v^ch have 
serious security implications, a cluefof mission may offer the employee the option of 
submitting a request for immediate curtailment to the Department." 
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c. In the case the employee opts to request a curtailment, the COM then needs to use the 
DIRGEN channel to “inform the Director General of the COM’s support for the 
employee’s request and to explain fully the circumstance which, in the COM’s judgment. 
Justify the immediate curtailment. ’’ 

d. Under exceptional circumstances when the situation warrants it, the COM can direct 
post management loisate orders “effectuating travel of the employee to a nearby countiy 
or the Depanment. A prompt and full report of the circumstances must be made to the 
Director General in the DIRGEN channel.” (Note: I wouldn’t think this would apply in 
this case.) 

e. If the curtailment is related to a “criminal activity,” then “all of the details regarding the 
criminal activity must be reponed to the Inspector General immediately. Post should cable 
the information via OIG Channel-State.” (Note: at this time, although DS has “opened a 
criminal investigation.” I do not believe there is sufficient evidence at post to characterize 
Charles’ behavior as “criminal activity” so as to require an OIG Channel message. End 
Note) 

Also attached are: 

1 . A chronology of events from the .April 1 i JO dinner at your Residence through May 3, 
1996. 

2. A bullet - point listing of: 

A. Activities Giving Rise'to Appearance of Impropriety. 

B. Waiban (FAO) and Travel Agency Cases Issued under Questionable 
Circumstances. 

C. Issuance of Previously Refused Cases. 

Recommendation: 

Don, Dan and I are in agreement that Charles Parish should leave Beijing as soon as 
possible, due to the number of instances where he has, at a mininum, exercised poor 
judgment, failed to follow established guidelines for visa issuance, and has set a poor 
example for the officers under his direct supervision and for the Chinese contract 
employees. His continued presence in Beijing would undermine the integrity of the visa 
issuance process and encourage potentially fraudulent acts, particularly on the part of the 
public and the Chinese national staff. 
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Voluntaiy Request for Curtailment Vs, Directed Departure - We believe, on balance, that 
Charles should be given the option of requesting a curtalimeRt and that the COM should 
support it through a DIRGEN Channel message. Should he reast, however, then the 
COM should request a directed departure from the DG per the 3 FAM guidelines. 

Please let us know when you would like to meet with us on this matter. 

Clearances: 

Consular ■ RSO 





Activities Giving Rise tc Appearance of Impropriety 

• VisaCs) issued to personfs) with whom CMP had swuai relations. 

• China Swan Travel Agency official told Conoffhe was “not receiving proper cooperation.” 
Chinese N1 V staff member alleges China Swan, after entertaining CMP and other staff 
m«nbeis, routiaeiy retjuested staff members place visa applications “on CMP’s desk smd 
nowhereelse" apparently to ensure issuance. 

• loint “birthday party” hosted by Real Estate Sales firm at whose request visas issued. 

• Expensive pens, watchsr, lie<s), cIcKkCs) and other gifts. C^inion of all conoffs. numerous 
ofticers of <«hei embassy sections, and (it seems) many Chinese staff that attractive female 
applicants are given preference and cases favorably considered by CMP including issuance 
over prior refusal. 

• Applications accepted by CMP and/or Ms. Yang and numerous applicants interviewed in Er 
Ban office despite CG ban on such activities. 

• Iftterviewing oftieers told: “ril get my visa from Charles Parish” by several applicants. 

• Report of dinner with Chinese Consular officer in Los Angeles seeking F-1 visa for daughter 
in violation of visa law and regulations. Appearance to PRC officials that visa that cannot be 
issued can be obtained through CMP. 

• Visa issoed to staff member (Ms. Yang} with nc advance notice to CG, Chinese staff believe 
ticket may have been issued at discount not available to general public, by China Express 
Int'l Travel Agertcy. Another Chinese woman included in this group of 3. 

• A}Kit i95>64saieaf Bering liShi Magazine hetedes an article on visa applkatfan at US 
Embassy with interviews of applicants from NIV queue. Report concludes “if you get (CMP), 
the visa is easy to obtair..” 

• Matty dcaen OF- i S6 forms for issued visas kep in CMP office, in private file cabinet or on 
Yang’s desktop. Apparently some kindof 'uaeking” of persons issued by CMP but outside of 
mandated firingof6F-156s issued each day. OF-156 forms for issued visas in cases on 
which INS has requested additional information cannot be located in Consular Section’s files 
on a wed(ly, if aot more often, basis. 

• Issued B-l to as actress after junior conofThad researched FAM, infonned by CMP and 

■ interested UStS ofTicet, that a P* 1 w as appropriate and could not be issued without an 

approved petition. CMP stated reason for issuing in clear violation of FAM: “The system is 
broken, sometimes we have to take things into our own hands ” 

• Dancing lesons for Chinese staff provided by FESCOfo visa staff. Computer training for 
Chinese stalT arranged without proper, prior obligation of USG funds. 

• Issued 5 B-2 tourist visas to PAP offsciais who, according to US DAO sources, “aiTiwd in US 
with suitcases feu of cash.” OF-lSb had no indication of reason issued. Case brought to 
Consular attention my DAO Brad Genes noting that USG Military Intel had questioned 
issuance of those visas. 
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Wsibiin(FAO) and Travel Agency cases issued under questioaaMe circomstances. 

■ Batches 828/335; 829/33S, 83 1/33S total of approximately 26 ^plicants from variois 
provinces including a large number of Fujiaoese. issued 4 Dcc9S, electronically adjudicated 
fay CMP. Issuance ocesaed after a Coaof? noted tfat sewrai pas^rans ai^jesKd » be 
fdiotKibfaed or altered. Pas^xHts did not have proper exit cuds as wet!. Group was re<|ues(ed 
but failed to provide Chinese ID cards verifying identities. Cases submitted by to CMP 
dtreedy by a Taiwan national who claimed to be affiliated with CP&TTTS Travel Agency; 
poups were '‘hiraed arcuad" {denied entry) by fNS on atriva! due to clear intent to work. 
Sub^ueat tekphose in<i%st%atiO!i revealed that die person who deliv«ed the cases to the 
Consular Section was not employed by CP&TTrs tnvel agency. Case involved alleged short 
term English language course at LCP Int'l in Irvine, C A. The group appears to have been 
broken into several small groups sent on different airlines. 

• Bach 843/011 total of Fajianese traveling to W^hDC for training. OF-156 Visa Af^lications 
show no indication of officer action. Electronically adjudicated 1 1 Jan 96 by CMP. OF-IS6 
Group delivered to Consular Section by China Snan Travel Agency (further discussed 
below). 

• Batch 594/02S. Group turned around by fNS for clear work Intent. INS reports this group of 
Fujianese, and another 10-20 such groups, arriving New York to an address opposite the 
Fukien American Association. Batch electronically adjudicated by CMP, 

• /Vo indic^ioH of namecheck on this pxiup (visas were issued over deferred namecheck). 
which would be a vioiatioR of law. 

• JIANG Lkiping. Issued Dec 95 for LCP (see above) English course and “visit trade center.” 
Dates for “trade activities'* in USA - Christmas eve and Christmas day. 

• Vi Xiaoqun. Application submitted for B-1 visa via Waiban channel and refitsed 2!4b. 
Application re-submined asF-l (dates unclear); issued by CMP. 

/ * Batch 686^08 Zhu Xiaohuaand Liu Qing. Refiised3s2l4bDec 12, 1995. Husbandand wife 
readied and issued by CMP. Date of application not shown on OF-! 56 indicates application 
probably NOT received at front window where date is stamped on receipt, 

' • Batch658/345 issued Dec 11, I99S. Yu hong and 15-year old son Wang Fenju issued B-1 to 

^ purchase $32,OiXJ single family home (“a few blocks from Shu Dutm Reslaurant”) in Niagara 

Falls, NY. 

Issuance of Previously Refused Cases 

• LI Hui. Reftjsed twice in Beijing on 1/23 and 2/l3/% for clear work intent based upon 
eorre^ondence and reputation of Chinese singer Wei Wei (and AmCit husband, who have 
themselves previotisly obtained N!V visa for Wei Wei in orcer for Wei Wei to now adjust in 
the US). Visa issued 2/23 by CMP. Applicant was turned around by INS for clear work intent. 

• XU Wupmg- Jiangsu applicant issued 1 2/1 5'95 de^fe 1 2/4.’95 Shan^ai refusal; no check 
wfth Shanghai. Nurrerc^s t«her similar ciBCs of isstance over prior reftisal with no Visas 
Alpha incjuiry made. 

• YANG Yuels). Seven old. Refused twice, 7/18/95 and 7/6/95. /rsuarfF-/ (balch 
7(K)/208) by CMP oi 7^7/95. 
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Charles 

• This is not an easy convei^ation to begin 

• 1 returned from the USA on Thursday evening and among the first things 
brought to my attention on Friday morning was information regarding 
your conduct over the past several months which has given rise to the 
appearance of impropriety in the issuance of visas in Beijing. 

• I understand you met with the Consul General and the RSO on May 1 to 
discuss some of the circumstances of most concern, 

• I understand that a firm which has and continues to request visas 
arranged and hosted a birthday party clearly for you in January. I know 
that embassy officers and the consular section employees are entertained 
by contacts, including those who sometimes later submit visa 
applications. However, there is a fundamental difference between 
accepting an invitation for the section or for a few officers to attend a 
small dinner and participating in a function involving dozens of persons 
who were invited specifically to your birthday party. 

• As the RSO explained to you during your May 1 meeting with him, your 
action constituted a violation of the Department’s Ethics Code. Your 
action has seriously undercut the confidence of the public and of your 
fellow embassy officers in the integrity of our visa adjudication process. 

• I understand that in April you traveled to the USA for several weeks in 
the company of two Chinese nationals, one a DSB employee who works 
in the NIV unit, the other a female friend. This trip creates an 
appearance of impropriety so strong as to make me seriously question 
your judgment vis-a-vis appropriate behavior for a US diplomat assigned 
to China. 


EXHIBIT 




Hie Foreign Affairs Manua! gives us various options to handle situations 
such as these. You may be aware that an employee may request 
immediate curtailment at any time for personal reasons. I would like to 
recommend you do so now. 

I will, through a closely-held chamiel, communicate to the Director 
Generd my support of your request for immediate curtailment, 
describing my concerns as I just reviewed them with you, and informing 
the DG that, as the FAM provides, “I have determined that your 
curtailment would be in the best interests of the post and the foreign 
service.” You can return to the Department and make arrangements 
there for your future. 

I want to offer you the chance to request curtailment not only because 
the FAM permits it, but because I believe that course of action, 
curtailment for personal reasons, would have the least negative impact 
on your career. However, you must know that if you do not choose to 
curtail, you leave me with no choice but to notify the Director Genera! 
that I have “lost confidence that your continued assignment in Beijing 
serves the best interests of the Foreign Service or the post.” I will ask 
that the DG immediately curtail your tour. 

I am afraid I must ask you for your decision now, so that I may send my 
message to tlic DG either in sufqjort of your request for curtailment or 
notifying the DG that I have lost confidence. 

I will ask that the AdminMC prepare a cable, for your clearance, 
requesting immediate curtailment for personal reasons. This cable must 
be sent today. 1 will also direct the AdminMC to arrange f<x you to pack- 
out your household effects within the week. Of course you may take 
administrative leave effective immediately to make arrangements for 
your departure. 




276 


• I have been made aware of a substantial number of cases in which, it 
appears, you accepted visa applications directly from applicants, travel 
agents, or companies outside of the standard NIV unit operating 
procedure. That is to say you have given the appearance, by accepting 
applications presented to you personally, that there is a back door into 
our NIV unit and that you are that back door. That you have continued 
to do so despite being specifically counseled by the Consul General 
nearly a year ago that such practices were inappropriate and specifically 
told to stop raises not only questions about your judgment but about your 
suitability to remain in charge of the NIV unit. 

• Moreover, even members of the Chinese staff have informed us that 
certain agencies have instructed them to put visa applications from their 
groups on your desk and only on your desk rather than process the 
applications in a routine manner. The inference that travel agencies have 
some special arrangement with you is unavoidable. Regardless of 
whether or not you actually have some understanding with these 
agencies, the appearance of impropriety that you have allowed to arise 
surrounding your relationship with them is inexcusable. 

• The sum of tivese incidents and practices, and a variety of others which 
individuali)^^ght be considered trivial, is that the integrity of the entire 
non-immigrant visa process in Beijing has been compromised. Your 
judgment in allowing and in fact encouraging this to develop makes me 
and the senior members of my staff question whether you can be allowed 
to continue to function as the chief of the visa unit with the responsibility 
for directing the work of four junior officers as well as a large number of 
DSB employees. 

• Charles, I wish there were a way to avoid taking drastic action. 

However, I have a responsibility to see to it that the integrity of the 
mission remains above suspicion. I also have a responsibility to our 
junior officers. I don’t see how I can leave them under your supervision 
given the circumstances. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
DIPLOMATIC SECURITY 


PAGE Oi BE I JIN i696S 231B522 

ACTION OS-00 


ItLtUKAHI 



INFO DSS-01 VF- 0 I CR-Oi '003 A2 E6 


INFO LOG-ae OASY-ea TEoe-oa Aos-ae 


R 23iesez MAT 9e 
FM AMEMBASSY BEIJING 
TO SECSTATE wAShOC 9944 


A5O5-0t oscc-ee 

2310S2Z 3B 


.-OOi W 


H 


UNCLAS E F T O BEIJING 0I696S 
OS CHANNEL 
SENS I TI VE 



FCB OS CR VF 

e O. :2958: N.-A 

■AGS: ASeC 

susjECt. v-se-oooee 

I. POST MAS MEET WITH SUBJECT TO OXSCU5S CONCERNS. JNC ME 
HAS CECIDEO TO REQUEST IMX<IEOIATE CURTAILMENT. POST MAS 
CONCURRED AND SUBJECT WILL BE PACKING OUT ON 27 MAY 96 

Z AFTER THE SUBJECT’S OECISION TO CURTAIL. THE COCi-- 
COMBINATIONS ON MIS OFFICE WERE CHANGED ANO ME WAS 
INRORmEO That Only items which were ClEarlv PERSONAi. COUlO 
es REMOVED. wITm HlS IMMINENT DEPARTURE ANO THE NEED FOR 
SUBJECT TO TAKE PERSONAL ITEMS TO MIS APARTA«NT FOR PACK 

Out. rso would like goioance on how sgSTRiCTivE me 

CAN-SHQuLO be on limiting removal of ITEMS FROM THE 
OFFICE, ALLOWING REMOVAL OF ANYTHING FROM THE OFFICE 
CAUSES SOME CONCERN. TODAY. FOR EXAMPLE. SUBJECT PILED UP 
WHAT WAS JUDGED TO BE PERSONAL BOOHS. PICKED UP A SAG, ANO 
STARTED TO tOAO IN THE BOOK. ON INSPECTION OF THE BAG 
RSO FOUNO A SOX CONTAINING A PAIROF WHAT APPEARED TO BE 
EXPENSIVE CUFF LINKS ANO A TIE TACK. SUBJECT STATEO THAT 
THEY VfSRE JUST HIS CUFF LINKS. ON INSPECTION. THE fiOX WAS 
FOuNO to contain THE CARO OF THE SAMS INDIVIDUAL WMC GAVE 

THE Subject the January 96 birtmoay party. the office 

ALSO CONTAINS ITEMS OF MAIL FROM WHAT APPEARS TO BE 
INDIVIDUALS WHO RECEIVED vISaS FpOm mim. 

3. THE PRIMARY QUESTION AT THIS POINT IS WHETHER OP NOT 
THERE WILL BE AN INVESTIGATION INVOLVING THE SuBjECT S 
OFFICE AND- IF SO, TO wmat OEGRCE DOES THE OFFICE iNQ ITS 
CONTiNTS N£EO TO 06 SEALED. CONSULAR PERSONNEL NEED 
ACCESS TO SOME OF THE MATERIALS IN ThE OFFICE ANO wCulO 
vEPt MUCH . Lire TO US^ THE SPACE OUE TC TmEIB CfiCwOED 
C ONO I T I ONS . 

4 ACTION. REOUEST QUXOANCS HEGACCI’.G SUBJECT S CF=--r 

ANO ITS CONTENTS. 

Sasser 



UNCLASSIFIED 
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ONCLAS E F t O DS CmmBL ' BEIJING 19373 

“®^icTJON. RSO-2 

INFO: //ZERO/y 

DISSEMINATION: DS 
CHARGE: PROG 

APPROVED: RSO : DPSCHUI?MAN 
DRAFTED: RSO : DPSCHURMAN 
CLEARED: NONE 

VZCZCBJI09X 
RR RUEHC 

DE RUEHBJ #9373/01 1631110 
ZKY EEESE ZZH 
R 1111102 JON 96 
FM AMEMBASSY BEIJING 
TO SECSTATE WASHDC 2409 
BT 

UNCIA.S S F T O SECTION 01 OF 02 BEIJING 019373 

DS CHANNEL 

SENSITIVE 

FOR DS/CR/VF 

E. 0.12958: M/A 
TAGS: AS EC 
SUBJECT: V-96-G00S6 

RSP: A. STATE 112490. B. PHONCON KRAUSS/SCHURMAN 

1. THE OFFICE VACATED BY THE SUBJECT CONTAINS HUNDREDS OF 
PILES WHICH MAY BE RELEVANT TO THE CASE. THE FOLI/OWING 
INFORMATION. REGARDING GEORGE OIAO, HAS BEEN EXTRACTED 
FROM THOSE FILES. 

2. INTRO FOR QIAO; THERE IS A THREE PAGE FAX SENT ON 

2/8/95 TO EMBASSY BEIJING ARTURO MACIAS (CONGEN) BY LIU. 
XIAOKE, PRESIDENT, BEIJING JIN TONG INDUSTRIAL GROUP 
CORP.. BEIJING HOTEL, BEIJING. THE FIRST PAGE CONFIRMS A 
MEETING BETWEEN GEORGE QIAO. THE OVfNER OF GUANG HUA 
INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES. MACIAS. THE SECOND PAGE IS 

A RE-TRANSMISSION OF A FAX FROM BARBARA PEACOCK. ITT 
COMMUNICATION DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION. TO GEORGE QIAO 
ADVISING HIM THAT LETTERS OF INVITATION AND FlNAlvCIAL 
SUPPORT HAD BEEN SENT TO BEIJING JiN TONG INDUSTRIAL CORP. 
THE THIRD PAGE IS A LETTER FROM LEE W. ARBERG, EXECUTIVE 
VICE PRESIDENT, DIRECTOR OP SALES AND MARKETING, ITT 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, ONE CORPORATE DRIVE, 


UNCLAS S P T 0 DS CHANNEL BEIJING 19373 
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PALM COAST, FLORIDA 32151-OOJi, TELEPHONE 904-445-2606, TO 
ARTURO MACIAS, VISA SECTION. EMBASSY BEIJING, INTRODUCING 
GEORGE QIAO AS THE OWNER OF GUANG HUANG (SIC) 

IWTSRNATIOWAL ENTERPRISES, INC. HE STATES THAT QIAO IS AN 
INDEPENDENT LICENSED REAL ESTATE BROKER REPRESENTING 
PROPERTY OFFERED BY ITT. 

2. THERE ARB THREE BUSINESS CARDS ATTACHED TO THE PAXES 
WHICH APPEAR TO HAVE BEEN LEFT DURING THE MEETING 
SCHEDULED BY THE ABOVE FAKES. ONE IS FOR GEO?«3E QIAO, 
PRESIDENT, OP GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES, INC. A 
SECOND CARD IDENTIFIES STEVE QIAO AS VICE PRESIDENT OF 
GUANO HUA INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES. IKFC. THE THIRD CARD 
IS FOR JUDV WANG, PRESIDENT, CHINA HUALIAN CHREDC REAL 
ESTATE BEIJING DEVELOPMENT CORP,, BEIJING JIN TONG 
INDUSTRIAL GROUP CORP. 

3. THERE ARE SEVERAL FILES WHIOI CONTAIN OF-156 FORMS, 
APPROVED BY SUBJECT, AND LETTERS OF INVITATION AND 
FINANCIAL SUPPORT FROM LEE ARBERG. SOME OF THE LETTERS 
WERE SENT CARE OF BEIJING JIN TONG INDUSTRIAL GROUP CORP. 
HOWEVER, THERE WERE ALSO LETTERS DATED AS EARLY AS 
10/20/94 USING A DIFFERENT COMPANY (SILO) AS THE CONTACT 
POINT. NUMEROUS INDIVIDUAL WERE LATER INVITED BY SILO. 

SILO MAY BE THE SUBJECT OF ft LATER TELEGRAM AFTER THE DATA 
IS CORRELATED. ALSO SEE LIU, JIAN IK PARAGRAPH 4. 

4. ON 27 MAR 95, GEORGS QIAO SENT A FAX TO SUBJECT 
REQUESTING ASSISTANCE IN OBTAINING LI VISAS FOR <WANG> 

LIN, <LIU> ZENGFU, <WANG> JISSHI, <LlAWa> WENSHENG, AND 
<LIU> JIAN. THE FILES CONTAINED THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION. 

-WANG, LIN; DOB 11 JUL 61, PPT NO. L40897865, THE COPY OF 
THE LI PETITION SHOWS PETITIONER AS GUANG HUA INTL 
ENTERPRISE, RECEIPT DATE 22 FEB 55, AND NUMBER EAC-95-101- 
50033. THE PILE CONTAINS A LETTER SIGNED BY QEAO, DATED 
22 MAR 9S STATING GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES IS A 
WHOLLY OWNED AMERICAN SUBSIDIARY OF CHINA AFFILIATE 
ORGANIZATION SYNERGY DISPLAY & EXHIBITION CO, AND HE SEEKS 
THE TRANSFER CF MR. WANG TO ACT AS A MANAGER OF THE NEW 
YORK OFFICE. ANOTHER FILE CONTAINS AN OF-156 DATED. 20 
APRIL 55 INDICATING THAT WANG'S SON WANG, XIAOTIAN; DOB 6 
OCT 88. PPT NUMBER 140894552 WAS ISSUED AN L-2 VISA BY 
SUBJECT. 

-LIU, ZENGFU; DOB 14 DEC S8, PPT NO. -1740138. THE COPY OF 
THE LI PETITION SHOWS PETITIONER AS GUANG HUA INTL 
ENTERPRISE, RECEIPT DATE 22 FEB 95, AND NUMBER EAC-95-101- 
50044. THE FILE CONTAINS A LETTER SIGNED BY QIAO, DATED 22 
MAR 35 STATING GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES IS A 
WHOLLY OWNED AMERICAN SUBSIDIARY OF CHINA AFFILIATE 
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ORGANIZATION BEIJING FAZHAN MATERIALS TRADE COMPANY, AND 
HE SEEKS THE TRANSFER OF MR. LIU TO ACT AS A MANAGER OF 
THE NEW YORK OFFICE. ANOTHER FILE CONTAINS AN OF-156 IS 
APR 95 INDICATING THE LIU'S WIFE MA, HONGLIAN, DOB 14 SEPT 
66, PPT NUMBER 140969298 WAS ISSUED AN L-2 VISA BY 
SUBJECT . 

-WANG, JIE SHI; DOB 28 JUN 
52, PPT 769104. THE COPY OF 

THE LI PETITION SHOWS PETITIONER AS GUANG HUA INTL 
ENTERPRISE, RECEIPT DATE 22 FEB 95, AND NUMBER EAC-95-101- 
50070. THE. FILE CONTAINS A LETTER FROM GEORGE QIAO. DATED 
22 MAR 95, STATING THAT GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL 
ENTERPRISES IS A WHOLLY OWNED . AMERICAN SUBSIDIARY OF CHINA 
AFFILIATE ORGANIZATION BEIJING FAZHAN MATERIALS TRADE 
COMPANY AND THAT WANG WAS BEING TRANSFER TO BE A MANAGER. 
ANOTHER FILE CONTAINS AN OF-156 INDICATING THE WANG'S WIFE 
ZHAO, XIAOFEN DOB 5 AUG 54, PPT NUMBER 141390125 HAS 
ISSUED AN Lr2 VISA BY SUBJECT. 

-LIANG, WENSHENG; DOB 14JUL €8, PPT 140410935. A CARD 
WITH THE FILE IDENTIFIES HIM AS WINSON LIANG, MANAGER, 
BEIJING SANSTONE TRADING CO., LTD, DACHANG WONDER INDUSTRY 
t TRADING CORP. THE COPY OF THE LI PETITION SHOWS 
PETITIONER AS GUANG HUA INTL ENTERPRISE, RECEIPT DATE 22 
FEB 95, AND NUMBER EAC- 96 -101 -50059 . THE FILE CONTAINS A 
LETTER FROM GEORGE QIAO, DATED 22 MAR 95, STATING THAT 
GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES IS A WHOLLY OWNED 
AMERICAN SUBSIDIARY OF CHINA AFFILIATE ORGANIZATION 
BEIJING SANSTONE TRADE CO.. LTD AND THAT MR. LIANG WAS 
BEING TRANSFER 'TO. BE A MANAGER OF THE NEW YORK OFFICE. 

-LIU, JIAN; DOB 30 JAN 71, PPT NUMBER , 141397^55 . THE COPY 
OF THE LI PETITION SHOWS PETITIONER AS GUANG HUA INTL 
ENTERPRISE, RECEIPT DATE 5 JUN 95, AND NUMBER EAC-95-lOl- 
50039. NO LETTER FROM QIAO HAS IN THE FILE BUT THE OF-156 
FORM SUBMITTED BY MS. LIU INDICATED EMPLOYER AS SILO REAL 
ESTATE CO. , LTD. 

5. REFTEL A ASKS FOR INFORMATION ON A SUNTONE, THE PARENT 
COMPANY FOR MS. ZOU . THE FILE FOR MS. ZOU CONTAINED A 
COPY OF THE LI PETITION SHOWING PETITIONER AS GUANG HUA 
INTL ENTERPRISE. RECEIPT DATE 28 FEB 95, AND NUMBER EAC- 
95-101-51062. IT ALSO CONTAINED AN OF-156 WHICH 
INDICATES: ZOU, XUE ; DOB 8 JAN 73, PPT 140040071, AND 
PRESENT EMPLOYER AS BEIJING LIGHT CITY CO., LTD. THERE 
'WAS NO MENTION OF SUNTONE, HOWEVER, THE ADDRESS 
INFORMATION PASSED IN REF B APPEARS TO MATCH WITH THE 
COMPANY INFORMATION LISTED FOR BEIJING SANSTONE TRADE CO.^ 
THE PARENT COMPANY OF THE INDIVIDUAL PARAGRAPH 4 NAMED 
LIANG, WENSHENG. RSO LOCAL ASSISTANT CALLED SANSTONE ON 
6/11/96 TO ASK FIRST, DOES YOUR COMPANY HAVE A WHOLLY 
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OWNED US BRANCH OFFICE AND, IF SO, WHAT EMPLOYEES WERE 
THERE. HE TALKED TO THREE DIFFERENT EMPLOYEES AND NONE 
MERE AWARE OF A US BRANCH. HOWEVER, THEY INDICATED THAT 
LIANG, WENSHENG, WHO WAS IN TOWN BUT WHO, AT THE MOMENT, 

HAS AWAY FROM THE OFFICE, FREQUENTLY TRAVELED TO THE US. 

6. ACTION REQUEST: DOES VF DESIRE RSO TO CALL IN LIANG, 
WENSHENG FOR AN INTERVIEW REGARDING THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN SANSTONE AND GUANG HUA? 

7. REGARDING OTHER QUESTIONS POSED BY REFTEL A; 

-13.B. INITIALLY OTHER CONSULAR OFFICERS INTERVIEWED AND 
HANDLED REQUESTS FOR B1 VISAS. ULTIMATELY, ALL APPROVED 
VISAS WERE HANDLED BY THE SUBJECT. IN SEVERAL CASES, 

OTHER OFFICERS REJECTED APPLICANTS WHO THEN RESUBMITTED 
AND HAD THEIR VISAS APPROVED BY SUBJECT. 

-13. C. AGAIN, IN THE EARLY STAGES OF THE PROGRAM, SOME 
APPLICANTS WERE INTERVIEWED. CONGEN IS CERTAIN THAT FEW 
OF THE LATER APPLICANTS HAD INTERVIEWS. THE SUBJECT'S 
OFFICE ASSISTANT HAS SEEN ON NUi^EROUS OCCASIONS MEETING 
COURIERS AND TAKING THE APPLICATION PACKETS DIRECTLY TO 
THE SUBJECT. THE CONGEN HAS DOCUMENTED COUNSELING THE 
SUBJECT ON THIS ISSUE. 

-13.D. THE CONGEN HAS AWARE OF GUANG HUA BECAUSE OF THE 
ORIGINAL MEETINGS. HE DID NOT RECALL SUNTONE. OTHER 
MEMBERS VISA STAFF ARE TOO NEW TO BE AWARE OF HISTORICAL 
INFORMATION. YOU MAY WISH TO ASK THE OLD STAFF MEMBERS 
CURRENTLY IK THE DC AREA. 

-13. E. TO OFFICIALLY DETERMINE THE BONAFIDES OF A 
BUSINESS, PCS CAN TASK DUNN AND BRADSTREET TO INVESTIGATE 
THE COMPANY. THE COST IS ISO USD PER COMPANY. AS 
INDICATED ABOVE, RSO CAN USE THE LOCAL ASSISTANT TO CALL 
COMPANIES, OR TO POSSIBLY VISIT THE LOCAL ADDRESS AND 
ATTEMPT TO GAIN INFORMATION THROUGH QUESTIONING EMPLOYEES 
AND A PHYSICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE FACILITIES. 

SASSER 

BT 

#9373 

NNNN 
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GUANG HUA INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES INC. 

Ok Wsild Tnde Ctatat, Sait* 4643, Ncv VctiE. NY 10048 
T«l:(2U)77S-t6M Fu;(2!2)7?3-17U 

American Embassy 
Xiu Shui Dongjk #2, 

Beijing 100600, P. R. China 

Dear Mr. CharteParish, 

I would like to take this opportunity to exp'ess oiy heartfelt thanks to you on bdialf of the Cuang Hua 
Intanational Enleiprises Inc., r^resenting ITT CDC Cesporation. We deepfy appreciated your effort in 
visM assistance, so that S.6 n^oo dollars investment volume from the Chinese investors could be 
achieved during the past few months in the ITT Palm Coast 

The Guai^ Hua Iiucmationat Enterprises Iik. thusfar is rapidly developing and oependng its business both 
domesticalfy in the United States and also intsrnatronally in Maiidand China, Hong Kong, and Taiwan 
Thwefore, we, the Guang Hua International Enterprises Inc,, representing ITT CDC, is expending and 
establishing a new office in die nnost prestigious business location * the World Trade Center in New York, 
while we still ketp our flushing New York Office. Please note that we need urgently to have the following 
3 business ladies to work for us in ihe US Office. Wewill use them for the detailed functions described as 
the following: 



will be the roanaga of the Accounting D^artment, will have the duties for the 
overall operation of the dept, set up coopany’s products and market development 
plans andstrat^cs according to the accountkg practices, budget management. 

will be the General Manager, will have responsibilities for overseeing the overall 
operation of US subsidiaries, engaging in business transactiom, company’s 
new products’ and mark^ development plans and strategic, personnel 
adminjstratio&, etc. 

will be the managa- of the Human Resources Department, will have die 
responsibility for the opa'ation of the Department of Personnel Administratkm 
and assist the General Mana g g for the ovgall opgation of the departmgit. 


Ptec see the attaeheil Organization Cljirt as a reftrence. Thai* you for your kind cooperation and wc 
wuh you a very merry Christmas. My special Christmas card to you is on the way. 


My E-Mail^e isasroUowins gtiiao@Supaprisns.na. Please kindly nolity me your E-Mail code so that 
1 wul immediately set up E-Mail ccxomunicaiions with you. 
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Office of lospector General Information of Record Form 







J 


DONSCmJSMAN 
FomerlSO 
American Embassy 
B^ing,Cldm 


SHURM AN, D^^omatic Security, 2121 Virginia Ave., N. W., Washington, D.C 20037, was 
^v&ed of the idertSty of NataBe C m a ^>edal Agent w«h &e O^ce d hspedor 

General U-S. Digjarteeivt of State. afURMAN was advised dial he was being inteiviewed 
regarding his knowledge of Charles Parish, while they were both stationed at the Americm 
Bmias^ China. SHURMAN consented to be inteivtewed and provide substanttolty 

the following infbnnation: 


SCHUKMAN stated that he never spoke to the woman wlw shared the birthday party with 
F^h. Accordins to SCHURMAN,Po8tjustwanfeed to eliminate the pwjbten that Parish 
presented. SCHURM AN said that ifc appeared both the Consular General (CG) and fee 
American Cifesen Servfces Chief (ACS) feat Parish was notdoasg anything illegal, he just 
wanted to be a "lag man". According to SCHUSMAN, the CX> and the ASC also did rwt think 
that Parish was providing sex for visas. 

SCfEJRM AN stated feat Parish kept very detailed accounts of fee visas he issued, when Parife 
was asked wfy he 4tid this, ito said because he was trying to streaailfoe fee ^tem and i^dng 
tokeep track of some people to fee US. 

SCHURMANsaM that feere were no allegations 6fom any a^licante that Parish was receiving 
gifts or sex for visas. According to SCHURM AN, Parish's spouse was never at Post 
SCHURMANsaM feat he did not know feat Parish was married. 

When asked 1 k>w Jw left Post SCHURMAN stated ttmt Parish was brought into fee Deputy 
Chief of Missfon's o£&e, Dan Pfccuda, arai it was suggested that he accept a curtailment or foce 
a of ccm^exxre cabfa. According to SCHURMAN, Parish did not ar^e, and accepted fee 

curtaiknent SCHURMAN stated featfecy ba8ed;feeir decision on Parish giving fee 
"appearance of issuing visas for whatever..." 

SCHURMAJM stated ftatiw dH iwt have enough help at Post to investigate this matter 
picperty. SCHURMAN hiTther stated that the Chinese police were very uncooperative to any 
issue at fee Embassy. SCHURMAN said that fee Chinew mentality was feat as long as it did 
not invefee official Chmeae dcxrujnents, tl^ did not care. 


Interviewed On; HU 19% 

Afc BurJincton, VT 

Date Drafted: HZ! 9^ 

B^. SA Natalie C. Murphy 


This fioaime>s contains txftherrecaitunewiatfons nor f;oficiusfo>a<f the OIC. it a the property of ike OKi ansi § a 


SXHIBtT 


CP-25 
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CATE? Febrttafy2S.1§SS 


TO: inspector General 

niOM: ^eglenai Secairfty Office, Besjjsg 

/ 

RE; Former Consular Officer -Charles Parish 

k refo-eace you OIG tdegram State 084902 dated 12. 1995 

The enclosed personal papas for Charles Parish were ^covered Ln the Regional Security 
OfiEce. AinericaiJi Embassy. Bdjmg when cleaning out a storage closet A review of 
a»(«iJabf© case papas in the RSO office rsveaioi reference tclegnrn. Folbwiiig 
h^tfuctions contained in reference telegram, this box.of perscml pape:^ is beii^ 


- - 'Please advise if this office can beofffirther assistance- 



enclosures: as stated 


Forwarded to; 



1 700 North Moore St. 


Arlington, VA222G9 
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It'c unclear what action the State Departraent mi«rht take againet Pariah. The 

deparCinenc * s investigative arn?, the OfEice of the Inspector General, said he 
could face criminal prosecution if his relationship with COFCO involved a quid 
pro quo- Parish insists there was none. 

Parish's title at the embassy was first secretary and consul. He said that in 
his position as chief of the visa se<^ion, he was the "ultimate arbiter" of 
applications for visas, which are highly coveted in China and often difficult to 
obtain. 

Asked if he had known he was violating State Department rules by staying at 
the COFCO properties, he said, "I really can’t recall my state of mind at the 
time." 

Parish said Mann was "a very warm, gracious, hospitable person," whom he met 
through business at the embassy. 

He said he didn't think Mann had offered him the apartment to influence his 
decision. 

"I’m not looking looking for anything sinister behind that, and to this day, 
I'm convinced, we’re friends,” he said. 

Mann is the president of BNO, a Phoenix subsidiary of COFCO. 

COFCO is the China National Cereals, Oils and Foodstuffs Import & Export 
Corp. Fortune magaxine last year placed the corporation, which is directed by 
the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Trade, 309th an its list of the world's SOO 
largest companies. It ranked ahead of such American giants as Time Warner and 
Alcoa. 

BNU manages Che center and Chinese-owned real estate in Phoenix, Las Uegas 
and Los Angeles. It also provides auto loans and owns three shoe factories in 
China. 

The Norwalk property where Parish stayed was the Palm country club, a 
six-building apartment complex comprising 249 units Chat rent for $665 to $1,085 
per month. Until last month it was owned by a partnership consisting of COFCO 
and Che Chinese People's Liberation Army. 

Th.e PLA, which has branched out into a wide range of business ventures in 
China and the United States, bought into the preperty in 1992 through a U.S. 
subsidiary. 

State Department spokeswoman Maria Rudensk: said she could not ctmment on 
Parish's use of Che COFCO apartments. She would only confirm that he was a visa 
officer at the embassy 

Caroline Custer, former manager of the Palm Country Club, said Parish stayed 
at the two-bedroom ccrporace apartment chat was normally reserved for COFCC 
employees. She estimated that he stayed there between four and six times. 

Custer said she received instructions about Parish's visits from Mann. 
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'Elisabeth would call tse and 1st me know that he was coraing in a:^ to be sure 
that Che corporate apartment was available and cleaned and ready for hire," 

Custer said. 


Custer said Parish usually stayed at the apartment in the company of young 
Chinese women. Parish said the wcanen were ’’friends or acquaintances." 

"He would come aojd stay two, three, four days at a pop, and we would have a 
fruit basket or something delivered there for him,” Custer said. 

"I remember times when he would be in the corporate suite and our own 
employees would have to stay in a hotel . 

“I did think it was kind of strange that we would be paying for a hotel for 
{C0FCO3 employees and he'd be staying in a corporate ^arttsent- That surprised 
me. So I realized it must have been something ' important . • - 

Custer said Mann "always wanted to make sure that he was treated well." 

Karuf did not return calls about Parish’s stays at the Norwalk property. Sut 
she had earlier acknowledged that Parish had stayed at another CTiFCO apartment 
complex, Gloria Park Villas in has vegas. 

"He said, 'lt*s a beautiful place,' and we said, 'If you’d like to stay, you 
can stay for a night, ' " Hann said- "He didn’t have to. His parents live in Las 
Vegas . " 

Mann acknowledged that Parish, as head, of the visa section at the embassy, 
provided assistance Co COFCO. 

**I£ we have a problem, ’we consult him on certain issues ^ how we apply," she 
said. "But wa never ask him to issue visas blankly. We never have to. Why should 
we?" 


Parish, attended Arizona state university from 19S8 to 1974. He later earned a 
degree fran Chapman College in Orange, Calif. 

Mann is a native of China whose given name i£ Ning Vu. She took her American 
name around 1932, when she .and her husband, Frederic, became U'.S. citizens. 

Mann said Parish had visited COFCO's Phneni.s offices several times during his 
tenure at the state Department. 

"We just wanted him to visit our company, chat's it," shs said. "Like many- 
other people visit our companv', he's just one of chose people. We wane to 
promote Phoenix. ” 

bJ^KGUAGS: ENGLISH 

LOAD-DATE: March 30, 1599 
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HEW3LINE: EX-ENVOY TO CHINA ACCEPTED FAVORS 

BYLINE: By Jerry Kammer. The Arizona Republic; Research librarian Donna Colletta 
contributed to this article. 

BODY: 

A former official at the U.S. Embassy In Beijing repeatedly violated State 
Department rules by accepting favors from a large corporation owned by the 
Chinese government. The Arizona Republic has learned. 

When Charles M. Parish Jr. accepted free lodging at corporate apartments in 
Las Vegas and Norwallc, Calif., in 1995 and 1996, he was in charge of the visa 
section at the embassy. 

In that position he provided visa assistance to Elizabeth Mann, a 
Chinese-born Phoenix woman who is an executive with a corporation directed by 
the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Trade. 

That corporation, COFCO, owns the new Chinese Cultural Center on 44ch Street. 

While COFCO has not been tied to allegations that Chinese government money 
was used to influence the 1996 U.S. elections, the Parish story illustrates the 
same underlying issue - the potential vulnerability of government officials to 
foreign interests. 

Parish's free stays at the Chinese-owned properties in 1995 and 1996 were 
forbidden by the State Department's Standards of Conduct. 

Those standards prohibit taking "gifts, favors, entertainment or loans" from 
"anyone who is seeking official action" from the State Department . 

Parish, 52, acknowledges that he stayed free of charge at the COFCO 
properties. But he said the visits did not affect his decisions on visas. 

•Did I ever abuse my position? No." he said in a telephone interview from his 
parents’ home in Las Vegas. "I'm very emphatic about that. I’m very clear about 
that . " 

But Parish, who retired from the State Department last year, expressed regret 
about his use of the apartments. He acknowledged that it raised a question of a 
conflict of interest between his duties as a government official and his 
relationship with a corporate executive. 

'•It's clear to me now that this Is regrettable, that it creates the 
appearance of at least a conflict of interest," he said. 
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Sunday, May 9, 1999 


Visa Officers Rarety Face Investigation Into Fraud 
B %lien Charles Parish was recalled for alleged wrongdoing, he braced 
for the worst. But there was no timely follow-up. It took a link to former 
Democratic donor Johnny Chung to get the ball rolling, but by then ‘the 
trail was completely cold.' 

3y RONE TEMPEST. TYLER MARSHALL and PATRICK J. McDONNELL. TimesStaff 
Wnters 


AD'/cRnS£MSNT 


tficresse 

V II I'v t'v 



E ] EIJING—Wlien he was dismissed from his post as a 
senior U-S, diplomat here, Charles Matthew Parish 

1 for what he expected would be a grueling 

investigation of his activities. 

His superiors accused j 
Parish of using his 
position to grant visas 
for friends, of accepting 
gifts in excess of strict 
Stale Department limits, 
of improper 
fraternization with 
Chinese women. Several 
of the women 

accompanied Parish on ^trHTnesesdrdter'tries fo^ntr^ 
trips back home to Los 

Angeles and Phoenix, sfEPAeN shaver /F or ms Times 
where they all stayed free of charge in apartments owned by a 
Chinese state trading company. 

Parish, an ex-Marine who was on his fourth foreign 
assignment for the State Department, acknowledges acts that 
appear to violate a State Depanment code of conduct during his 
tour as chief of the visa section in the busy Beijing consulate. 
When he was removed from Beijing in May 1 996. he said he 
was prepared for the worst-a criminal investigation into 
whether he had broken bribery or visa fraud laws. 

Embassy security officers sealed his office, seized 
documents and barred Parish from coming back. 

But there was no timely follow-up. Instead, Parish, now 52, 
was transferred to Washington, assigned a sensitive post in the 
State Department, sent on special assignments abroad ajid 
awarded a merit raise. Eventually he retired on an annual 
pension of $43, 000. 

The Parish case illustrates the slow, cumbersome and spotty- 
way that the State Department and the Department of Justice 
handle problems among U.S. diplomats, including visa 
officers. A,bout 800 diplomats in 230 consulates have the 


hUorf/www.laiimes.com/HOME/NEWS/NATiON'/UPDATES/lat vlsa990509.htm 
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power to issue one of the world's most coveted documents--the 
visa that grants pennission to enter the United States. These 
diplomats regularly face what one former official called the 
"terror" of the visa line—from death threats to heart-wrenching 
pleas, as well as offers of bribes from desperate applicants. 

The vast majority of these diplomats resist temptation. But 
those suspected of issuing visas in exchange for money, gifts or 
sexual favors often are allowed to retire or move to anothw 
post rather than face extensive investigation or prosecution. 

The lack of strong action against them weakens the nation's 
"first line of defaise" against illegal immigration and internal 
security threats, as well as State Department morale. 

Despite his dramatic departure, two years passed before 
Parish directly faced FBI and State Department investigators. 
Even then, it took something special: His name surfaced in 
connection with the U.S. presidential campaign finance 
scandal. 

FBI agents interrogated Parish about visas he issued to 
Chinese ftiends of Johnny Chien Chuen Chung, who has told 
federal investigators he was given cash by the chief of Chinese 
military intelligence to support President Clinton's reelection. 

Bui by the time FBI investigators got to Parish, key visa 
records had been destroyed. The State Department generally 
requires that successful visa application documents be held for 
only one year. State Department investigators arrived on the 
scene even later. 

"By the time they finally got here," said a former consular 
officer in Beijing, now assigned to Washington, "the trail was 
completely cold." 

Now the investigations are heating up again because of new 
allegations by Chung. Sources said Friday that Chung, who is 
scheduled to testify before Congress this week, told feder^ 
investigators that he witnessed Parish accepting a bag of cash 
from an executive of a Chinese brewing company in an 
apparent exchange for visas. Parish denied the allegation. 

Misconduct Amid Diplomats Is Broad 
Cuirent and former State Department officials, as well as 
critics in Congress, say the Parish case fits into a broader 
pattern. 

Of a dozen cases known to The Times, a majority of 
diplomats suspected of wrongdoing in issuing of visas retired 
or were moved to another post. Cases that were opened took 
years to develop and usually ended up being dropped. 

In 1995, former Consul General Richard Peterson was 
allotved to retire quietly after being removed from his post in 
Manila in the face of suspicions that he had granted special 
favors to clients of tw^o Los Angeles immigration attorneys. 

An Africa-based diplomat left his post in 1 996 amid 
allegations that he traded visas for money and business 
opportunities. Although a grand jury investigation is ongoing, 
that diplomat remains in the foreign service and last year was 
awarded a prestigious assignment in Washington. 

Joe Davison, then the State Department's chief criminal visa 
fraud investigator, said in an interview that three diplomats 
who were under investigation for suspected wrongdoing retired 
in 1997. 


r-f^mrH^^/iP/MFW«:^ATInM/Trpni\TFS/!at vjsa990509.htm 
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Another Asia-based diplomat was removed from his post in 
1 998 because he was suspected of granting visas as a favor to 
his local girlfriend, The Times has learned. That diplomat has 
since been transferred to another post in Washington. 

Punishment for diplomats suspected of visa irregularities 
rarely appears to extend to firing— or prosecution. Federal 
authorities have prosecuted only one U.S. diplomat for visa 
fraud in the last decade, and that 1997 case resulted in an 
acquittal. 

ITie impact of misconduct by consular ofBc«3 is far broader 
than the relatively small numbers imply. 

For the vast majority of diplomats who play by the rules, the 
actions of one errant officer who goes unpunished can hurt the 
morale of an entire consulate—as does a State Department 
discipimary process that can take years. 

"It's demoralizing to find people walking the corridors who 
should be disciplined and are not," said Dan Geisier, a veteran 
foreign service officer who now serves as president of the 
American Foreign Service Association, a de facto diplomats' 
union. 

Two State Department agencies, the Office of the Inspector 
General and the Bureau of Diplomatic Security, have 
overlapping authority to investigate visa fraud involving 
diplomats, generating frequent rivalries and jealousies. And 
both struggle with an elite State Department culture that 
nurtures secrecy and a preference to deal discreetly with 
problem diplomats. 

While admitting their procedures are drawn out, State 
Department officials say the fault for the lack of prosecutions 
lies largely with the Department of Justice, which is reluctant 
to eict on cases referred for crimineil |Hx>secution. 

But inside Justice, prosecutors point to the enormous 
latitude given consular officers. These diplomats have wide 
discretion, based on a brief review of a written application and 
a short interview to determine whether applicants appear honest 
and likely to return home after visiting the United States. 
Prosecutors say this makes it virtually impossible—and costly— 
to fwosecute them successftilly, even when evidence points 
strongly to wrongdoing. 

Yet opportunities for corruption in the country's elite 
foreign service have never been greater. Not ail illegal 
immigrants sneak into the United States on rusting ships or 
under strands of barbed wire. 

Visas Obtained Through Bribes 

Consular offices issue nearly 6 million short-term visas 
annually. Officials estimate that about 40% ofthe more than 5 
million illegal immigrants now thought to be in the U.S. 
entered the country legally, often on valid visas issued at U.S. 
consulates overseas. While ceHainly a minority, an unknown 
number of these came on visas obtained through bribery or 
fraud. 

The collapse of the Soviet Union and the opening of China 
have pumped masses of new high-risk visa applicants into the 
system. As a result, the street value for a U.S. visa can be 
$20,000 or more. 

Desperate applicants may try to curry favor with diplomats 


http;//www.!atimcs.com/1iOME/NE'WS/NATJONAJPDArES/'lat__visa990509.htm 
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A consaiar officer who served in Sao Paulo, Brazil, 
recounted how female visa applicants would often slide thdr 
"portfolios" containing nude photographs under the counter 
with their visa applications. 

EJenais Halpio, the diplomat w>s> replaced Parish in Beijing, 
mmembera one ‘Hianksgiying eve when a courier ^ved at the 
front gate of the embassy wife two fully cooked turkeys 
"stuffed" with visa applications. Hatpin sent the turkeys and 
visa forms back. 

In 1 994, Jsnes Waller, a former consular officer in Mtimbai 
(Bombay), reported to au^oriti^ that he was offered S 1 30,000 
by a travel agent to issue visas in 30 altered Indian passpors. 
Waller participated in an investigation that led to the travel 
agent's arrest. 

But not all American diplomats behave so admirably. 

For two years, until he was dismissed. Parish was first 
secretary and consul at the Beijing embassy, putting him in 
charge of one of the busiest U.S. consulates in the world. 

In a lengthy interview with The Times in March, Parish 
admitted accepting free lodging worth hundreds of dollars on 
several occasibns--in Phoenix and suburban Los Angeles-ffom 
the Phoenix representative of a Chinese state-owned trading 
conglomerate. The free stays. Parish acknowledged, came after 
he had reversed a subordinate's decision and approved a visa 
request submitted by a representative of the company, China 
National Cereals, Oils & Foodstuffs Import & Export Corp. 
(Cofeo). 

Afterward, Parish said, he granted visas on several other 
occasions to rqjresentatives of Cofeo. 

A State Department "Slandarii-s of Conduct" guide issued to 
all diplomats prohibits acceptance of any gifts, favors or 
entertainment valued at more than S20 ''from anyone who 
appear? to be offering the item of mon.eta.'y value becau^ of 
your official status or position." 

Receiving such gifts, the guide warns, may violate federal 
bribery laws. Also on the books are laws carrying stiff jail 
sentences for visa fraid. 

During the interview, Parish <^so confirmed that he, his 
Chinese girlfriend and his sister were Chung's guests at a 
$l,00i)-a-plate Democratic fund-raiser in Century City attended 
by both the president and the vice president. Previously, Parish 
had helped Chung obtain visas for his Chinese associates so 
they could travel to the United States. 

Sources said Friday that Chung has told federal 
investigators that he saw Parish accept the cash in 1996 from 
an executive of Haomen Group teer company. The bag 
contained about 1 0 Chinese passports and the approximate 
equivalent of $15,000 in Chinese currency, the sources quoted 
Chung as saying. 

Haomen executives, accompanied by Chung, visited the 
White House in December 1 994 in an effort to ^tablish a U.S. 
market. 

Parish angrily denied the allegation and said he did not 
know He Yei Jun, the beer company executive who allegedly 
provided the bag of cash and passport.s at a Beijing hotel. 

"That's total and utter nonsense," Parish said in a telephme 
interview. "That's absurd. It did not happen." The ex -diplomat 


hftp://wm¥.iatitnes.CGmfHOMS/NEWS;'N.ATiON/UPDATES/lat_ visa99050 9.htin 
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said he did not recall ever having approved a visa for any 
Haomen officials. 

Meanwhile, the House Committee on Govemmental 
Refbnn, the congressional panel investigating campaign 
financing, sent a subpoena to the State Department seeking 
records on Parish. The department will be taking appropriate 
steps to comply with the subpoena," said Stephen McCreary, 
an attorney with the State Department's Office of the Legal 
Adviser. 

Parish, in the March interview, also acknowledged 
obtaining visas for his girlfriend and her friends. And he 
admitted taking his embassy secrctary-a Chinese government 
employee required to make regular reports to Chinese 
intelligence authorities about activities in the embassy— with 
him on a trip to the United States. 

Parish, who served as consular officer in El Salvador, 
Bangladesh and Nepal before Beijing, denies any quid pro quo 
in these cases. He said all recipients were legitimate applicants 
who merited visas, often wealthy businessmen and high party 
officials. 

However, he added; 'Tve had to be honest with myself; I 
screwed up." 

"What I regret," Parish said, "is putting myself in a position 
where the appearance of impropriety lakes place." His 
mistakes. Parish said, were mostly the result of his affection for 
the Chinese people and his generally gregarious nature. 

Several Parish co-workers reported their concerns to the 
embassy security officer and a visiting team ffonn the inspector 
genemi's office, which investigates allegations of employee 
misconduct. 

Ambassador James R. Sasser's decision to dismiss Parish 
was preceded by a small-scale mutiny of the diplomats who 
served under him. Three of those officers have since left the 
foreign service, citing the Parish episode—and the lack of State 
Department follow-up-as one factor in their decision. 


Cases Costly to Investigate 

Although complaints about the diplomat's behavior helped 
prompt his removal from Beijing, diplomats and others say 
they were never contacted again once Parish was reassigned 
back to Washington. 

"After Charles [Parish] left," said Kai Ryssdal, who served 
under Parish in Beijing, "there was zero interest in this from 
diplomatic security or the Department of State. ' Ryssdal, 
whose wife, Stephanie Fossen, also left the foreign service, 
said he was "baffled beyond belief, astounded, amazed" by the 
failure of authorities to investigate further, 

"I was clearly under the impression that there was going to 
be substantial follow-up after he (Parish] left," Sasser said, 
"Later on I was surprised to find out that he had another job. . . 
. I thought maybe he got himself straightened out." 

A senior investigator from the inspector general's office, 
citing State Department policy, declined to discuss any aspect 
of the Parish case, including the delay in follow-up. But 
members of Congress worry that cases such as that of Parish 
are part of a far larger problem. 

"I'm concerned that the lack of a strong management 
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response to problems such as malfeasance in office by State 
and other foreign affairs agency employees . . . may have far- 
reaching effects on the ability of those agencies to accomplish 
their missions," Rep. Benjamin Gilman (R-N.Y.), chairman of 
the House international Relations Committee, wrote to State 
Deparhnent Inspector General Jacquelyn L. Williams-Bridgers 
in a 1996 letter. 

The letter triggered a 1 998 report by the Inspector Geneiai’s 
office that concluded the department's disciplinary process 
long, costly and cumbersome. Officials at the inspector 
general’s office say they have worked to speed up their 
investigations after the report was issued. 

The increasingly important role played by American 
consular officers makes policing of corruption or malfeasance, 
pid criminal investigations when merited, that much more 
important. . 

John D. Negroponte, a retired diplomat who served as 
ambassador to Honduras, Mexico and most recently the 
Philippines, had the dubious distinction of having dismissed 
two consecutive U.S. consuls general in Manila, a iiigh-volume 
visa post where he served as ambassador from 1992 to 1995. 

The first consul general fired by Negroponte was Jofui 
Henry Adams, who in 1 997 was tried and acquitted on charges 
of visa fraud before a federal court jury in New Hampshire. 

Adams admitted in court documents that he granted visas to 
three Thai women to "help a friend" later imprisoned in the 
United States as a heroin tiafflcker. Prosecutors alleged a sex- 
for-visa scam. But Adams denied any wrongdoing and said he 
didn't know the women were prostitutes engaged in the 
transnatiemai Thai sex trade or that his "friend" was a trafficker. 

Authorities point to the Adams case as epitomizing the 
difficulties of prosecuting diplomats. 

A bad decision granting a visa, in and of itself, is no crime. 
To convict, a prosecutor must prove the diplomat knew the 
applicant was unsuitable, then benefited personally from the 

transaction. 

A single defense witness, who testified about the wide 
discretion available to consuls general, was enough to win 
Adams' case in court. 

The Adams prosecution, officials say, also underscores how 
difficult and costly such cases can be to investigate. They 
ty’picaliy require the cooperation of foreign governments and 
the dispatching of agents to far-flung locales. 

"We prosecute someone who offers a S50 bribe to get rid of 
a parking ticket because we know even small crimes are 
corrosive, but the resources required to deal with a case that 
happens overseas makes it a tough call," said a veteran 
prosecutor in the U.S. Attorney's office in Washington, D.C. 

Also, officials caution, any allegations of consular 
wrongdoing must be approached with a degree of skepticism. 
Visa racketeers regularly boast falsely of their "friendship" 
with unsuspecting consular officers to boost credibility with 
clients willing to fork over thousands of dollars. 

In high-demand nations like China and Mexico, consular 
officers frequently develop reputations as being easy or hard on 
visa seekers. Some applicants deliberately seek out those 
rumored to be more receptive. Varying visa approval rates. 


http://www.Iatlmes.com/HOME/NEWS/NATION/UPDATES/lat_visa990509.htm 


Page 6 of 9 




L<is> Angeles TinniK Nati« & Worid l^ws 


however, are usually just the result of differing interpretations 
of applicants’ qualifications in what is far ftom an exact 
science. 

Adams was replaced in Manila by Riclwd Peterson— a 30- 
year diplomat vrith previous postings fwan Brussels to 
Beimuda to Mexi<». Petason was kiK^wm as a niodd of 
jwobity: a Fanily nan nearing letiren^t and sfeveted to his 
two young children tmd his English-bom wife. Peterson 
also an sx^rienced hand, having headed the busy consular 
offices in both Mexico Cky and Ciudad Juarez, the latter across 
the Rio Grande from El Paso. 

Ultimately, though, his ambassadw and other supwiors said 
Peterson would stumble in Maiula, his fall }»recipitated by two 
frequent visitors to the U.S. Eml»»y complex. 

The two visitors to the ccmsulate made a practice of flashing 
a badge and identifying themselves to guards as "INS officers,” 
according to diplomatic and law enforcement soutees and 
documents. 

INS Probes UsdergroHiid Proc^ 

offidai investigatioB revealed that the two w«e acQtaliy 
a pair of Los Angela attomeys-L^lie J. Frank and Martin 
Simone-who had set up shop in Manila's five-star Diamond 
Hotel to represent Filipinos seeking visas. The badge was 
is^ed not by the federal government's Immigration and 
Naturalization Service but by the Los Angeles city human 
relations commission, of which Frank was a member, 
appointed by Mayor Richard Rlordan. Frank had knowi 
Petemn socially since one of the diplomat's jHevious toiffs. 

The investi^tiori by the INS ami local authorities simwed 
th^ the badge-toting lawyers alternated escorting Philippine 
clients inside the consulate for an "exclusive interview^ with 
Peterson, according to an offf ciai summary of the case. The 
lawyers* hotel tele{>hone records showed regular contact widi 
Peterson on both his direct office line atd at his residence. 

During July 1 995, about 40 cli^ts were granl«l imerviews 
with who Issued vi^ to all but two of th«n Simone 

acteowiedged in a recent interview at his comer office on 
Wilshire Boulevard in Los Angeles. The lawyers charged each 
successful applicant $5,000 to $10,000, Simone said. 

Under questioning, official documents show, Peterson 
denied ever having l^owingly adjudicated a visa application 
for one of die lawyers' clients. Personal acyudication of visa 
cases by consuls general, though not unheard of, is frowned 
upOTj in State Depanment protocol, particularly in large, high- 
volume consulates. 

Investigators stopped and questioned Frank, at the consulate. 

!n his credential case, they found the badge. Philippine 
authorities briefly detained Frank on suspicion of 
impersonating an officer, but he was released and left the 
roufltry. SImeme had already rettmied to Los Angeles. 

Frank dedined all conuntmt on case. But his partner, 
Simone, denied that the lawyers had ever posed as unmigmlLon 
officers or othmv/ise acted improperly. 

Peterson was immediately suspended pending "the outcome 
of a full investigation" by the Stale Department. 

A review by the deputy consul in Manila, Kivin Heit«t, 
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concluded flat the clients presented by the two attends 
"Speared to beclearly ^ualtifled / li^ligibte for” vi^, the 
government swnm^ said. Within days, Peterson was on a 
plane back to Washington. He retired within wedcs. 

Peterson, interviewed for mom than an hour in the driveway 
of his suburban El Paso home, deni^ any wrongdoing, and 
them is no evider^ thatbe profit fiom his associatmn witii 
tite iawyeis. the fonner Manila consul general portrayed his 
^y exit fhrni Manila as entirely volumaiy, tim«i to 
^x^R^rany his sdiool-^ childiW back'to to the United States 
in time for tite fall school term. 

"My departure fr<xn Manila, as &r as I loiow, was at my 
own reques.^" Pet^son said in the only public statement he 
would %me m make. , 

Afkr Mamia, he was never again mtmt^amd 

hy State Dej«ftm«^t tnvestigjUors. Nor wwe Frank,:.Simone or 
Ihe key dipiomate w}»> wc»ii^ with the consul general-; 
Petersmr retired on a full p^sion. 

T Am a Nice Guy' 

Like Pet^on, Charles Parish has retired. He has been living 
recently in his parents' home tm the outskirts of Las Vegas. The 
ex-dipiomm, a loquacious, sturdy S-footef who likes mountain 
biking in the sturounding desert hills, spends considerable tune 
contwnplatmg his days ia China. . 

He says he. feels betrayed by both Chung and his former 
giriftiend, Zhang Fan, who he contends exploited his 
friendship. . 

, ' Parish attributes his actions to his love of China, his 
al^tion for ChiR^ irec^ie and his gullibility. He s^d he was 
put off by the often hostile adversaria! attiuides of his: 

fellow diplomats to^^d the Chim^e. In Parish's view. Ire was 
on a one-nmi minion to. repair this negative cnhlook. An -article 
iQ,a Belying magazine evenmentioned this ’.’kind" officer. 

Upon his forced departure from Beijing, Parish says he was 
convinced that his diplomatic career was over. But he was 
cautiously pleased when he was given a new job in Washington 
reviewing security risks for Iraman and Iraqi visa a|^Ucams. 

in the summer of 1997, the State DepartmaU sent Pari^ on 
special assignment to Rio de Janeiro. The following footer. 
Parish, now workir^ in a job he loved with Stale's Bureau of 
Oceans and International Scientific and Environmental Affairs, 
was awarded a merit raise. Parish was a member of the U.S. 
delegation to the United Nations conference qn gioba! warming 
in Kyoto, J^an, in late 1 997. 

The diplomat did not decide to retire until early 1998, when 
FBI agents questioned Parish .and his sister about the campaign 
diniier inCentuiy City and Parish's relationship witbidaaiy 
Chimg. He finally left last May with a combined 28 years in 
and foreign service, qualifying him .for a full pension. 
These days, the ex-diploraat reads classic Chinese literature 
and tries not to let soured relationship tian him against the 
Chinese cul^e and people. 

‘Tjusthadthis discussion withmyparents," Pari^said 
"They are hearing these things about their son. But they also 
know that I am a d^ly, de^ly beloved fiiend of many, many 
Chinese. I donT want to forget thai-and.that I am a nice guy. 
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• StufFhappens. Maybe I should have been more careful. 

"Part of my confusion is: Was 1 just ^ing dismissed? Or 
was I b^g salt home under some criminal suspicion?" Parish 
recalled. "To diis day, 1 don't know." 


This story was reported by Times Staff Writers Rone 
Tempest in Beijbg, Hong Kong and Manila; Tempest and 
Patrick J. McCtonnell in Los Armeies, El Paso and Las Vegas; 
Tyler Marshall in Washington and Paris; and Maggie Farley in 
Shanghk. Also contributing were Times Staff Writers William 
C. Rempel in Los Angeles and Alan C. Miller in Washington, 
and Anthony Kuhn in the Times Beijing Bureau. 

&)pynght Los Angeies Times 
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SUBJECT; Provincial Comments on Obtaining a Visa from Embassy 
Beijing 


At a May 30 dinner^^^o^joda^Aosted by the local Foreign 
Affairs Office, poloff [|H^H|HHwas told by Chinese 
officials, as well as loca^^nxnf^^businessmen, that ’'everyone 
knew" that it was "very easy" to get a nonimmigrant visa from 
U.S. Embassy Beijing. The Chinese said that if you anticipated 
that you might have difficulty in obtaining a visa — for 
instance, you were applying for a visa allowing you to work in 
the United States but you did not speak English — you simply 
took "the black official" in the Embassy to dinner, gave him a 
"gift," and you were guaranteed a visa. 

Responding to a question, a Qingdao Foreign Affairs Office 
representative said that he had first learned of this 
"procedure" over a year ago when he was living in Los Angeles. 
He stated that at that time he had met "many" obviously 
unqualified Chinese people who, "he was surprised to learn," 
had been Issued PRC passports. Re commented that he was even 
more amazed, however, that the U.S. government had issued these 
people visas. According to the official, it should have been 
obvious that these people were not qualified for certain types 
of visas which would normally go to trained business people or 
scholars. He reportedly questioned a number of these people as 
to how they were able to obtain U.S. visas and was told about 
the "black official" at the consular section in the U.S. 

Embassy In Beijing. 
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See instructions ietore Camisleting 


PARISH, Charles M. , Jr. 


us. DEPARTMENT OF STATE NAME OF EMPLOYEE BEING RATED iSumgme finSi 

U-S. FOf?EIGN SERVICE oasrcH tv. 

EMPLOYEE EVAtUATION REPORT ' ‘ ' 

TYPE OF REPORT GRADE I [sSN 

REGULAR 0 CAREER CANDIDATE H VOLUNTARY H ^^-0 2 } . .^ MWBHBE 

r_, „ POSITION TITLE , 

lNTERIM:Chan 9 e of Rater I t Duties 1 I Assig^mgf« I 1 COJTSUlar Officer 

POST cm ORGANIZATION PERIOD COVERK 

American Embassy Beijing 04/16/95 to 04/15/96 


A. Oeswibe the position and where it lits in the staffing pattern; indicate the number and kind of employees supen/ised- 

Mr. Parish is chief of the Nonimmigrant Visa Unit, reporting to the Consul 
General. He supervises four American officers, two American PIT 
employees, and 14 Chinese employees. 


B, Divide work reijuirernKsts into two categories, cofSim^ng responsibilities and specific objectives Srtcluding, as SDproprtata, otofessio/a! 
dev^opment activitiesl: delineate in descending prioritv order. Irwinde specific requirements relating to needs of other agencies- 


1. Manage, direct and supervise the Nonitninigrant Visa Unit. 

2. Determine consular staffing, equipment and supply needs and carry 
through plans to meet increased needs with decreased staff. 

3. Serve as the Accountable Consular Officer (AGO), 

4. Serve as the section’s Anti-Fraud Officer. 

5. Conduct the professional training of newly-arrived junior officers and 
supervise that of the American PIT’s and Chinese local staff. 

6. Adopt, where possible, “off the shelf" software to improve efficiency 

and accountability of consular functions. 

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES : 

1- Reinvigorate the anti-fraud program with emphasis on potential L-1 
fraud, prepare more frequent spot reporting to the Department and the 
constituent posts, and draft a quarterly anti-fraud report to Washington. 

2. Identify a local vendor to provide basic PC training for DSB and 
American staff. 

3. Design and install a LAN system linking existing consular PC's. 

4. Design arid procure <Siinese language materials with post and China- 
specific orientation for use by FSI and consular officers at post. 

5. V7ork with private and government tourist/travel agencies to establish 
a program to meet rising demand for tourist travel to U.S. 

6. Serve as the Embassy’s Coordinator for the Atlanta 96. .Olympics. 

C. Oeswibe any special sifcumsiances mfluoneinj the work proyafo. 

Managing a fully operational i®V post which is required to produce 
thousands of routine cables with limited technical support in addition to 
conducting all interviews in Mandarin creates an extremely stressful daily 
environment, and calls for excellent interpersonal and managerial skills. 

FORM Wher ceme/ete^on Pomign Service psrso/inel, this is an eifieiensy resort wh^ sfiall be subject 
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FORMOS-1S29 



IIA. EVALUATtON OF OVERALL PERFORMANCE AND ACCOMPLISHMENT (cSlpfefeWTWWH 
ALL CLASSES EXCEPT SENIOR FOREION SERVICE 


A. Gsiwal Appraixsl; 

Allclasses-Perfotmaflce was satisfacwry of better Iff no. see /nsr/ucfi'orjs fer documeniing unsatisfeerorYnerfofmancel Sfves □ No 

B. DiKusston: Pwlwmanca-strengths an<3 weaknesses-is ewsiuated in temts o! the si* comiwtency youps listed below. (See m&t/co'ons toe 

tfe^niihns smi Use a! comfsetencies within geoopsj Itenss 1 5 tnust be addfessed with at least one eeit^isoey front each grotqi. 

FQrel9n Langosse Contpecenc.^totn 6! should be addressed forempioveesif martdatOTY provi^ns apply !see instructions!. 

1. Substantive Knowledol^^S 2. Leadership 3. Managedal Skills A. Inltdlectuat Skills 5. Interpersonal Skills 

S. Foreign Language SkBIs (Snifteie per instfuethns! 


Substantive Knowledge : Mr. Parish understands the nonimmigrant visa 
process as well as any officer in the Foreign Service and has a better 
grasp than most of the ways in which automation and computer technology 
can be harnessed to cope with ever increasing workloads and severely 
limited personnel resources. 

Intellectual and Kanaaerial Skills : Mr. Parish had the conceptual skill 
to discern that the key to more effective utilization of the new 
technology in consular applications is more and better training and he 
had the managerial skill and understanding of human resources to carry 
out his plan. He started by identifying the goals he wanted to achieve. 
His junior officers were reasonably equipped to deal with automated 
systems but the largest number of his unit's employees are Chinese and 
not true FSN's. They are hired from the Diplomatic Services Bureau, an 
agency of the Chinese Government. It would be by training this group 
that maximum results could be obtained. He had to locate a local service 
provider, identify the type and amount of training to be given, and then 
by working with both the vendor and the staff, cooperatively develop a 
syllabus and the materials necessary to achieve the desired result. By 
the end of the rating period all 14 of the Chinese local employees have 
had basic PC training. They can use Windows 3.1 and execute simple DOS 
commands. In addition, they can do basic English and Chinese word 
processing, format and send faxes, and create and manipulate a simple 
data base. Recognizing further the need for a useable PC LAN system for 
the Consular Section, he worked closely with the Admin Section to 
identify consular LAN requirements and to devise a plan to meet the need. 

The system is now up and running and is available to all of the 
officers. 

Leadersh ip Skills : After the revision of his work requirements statement 
last autumn giving Mr. Parish primary responsibility for the section's 
anti-fraud program, he arranged to increase the local staff resources 
available for investigations. We are now more responsive to INS 
inquiries, in particular those that are time sensitive due to pending 
deportation action. He could do more. I am disappointed, specifically, 
that there has been little written reporting on NIV fraud trends or anti- 
fraud activity during the past year. He was very active in a recent 
carrier consultant program visit, coordinating local airline, immigration 
and Foreign Office officials, and the visitors to maximize the 
effectiveness and utility of the anti-fraud training. He has also taken 
the lead in developing local procedures for handling the hundreds of 
Chinese participants and officials destined for the 1996 Olympic Games in 
Atlanta. 

Interpersonal Skills : Mr. Parish has a wide circle of friends and 
contacts in the Chinese community. He is in constant demand for social 
events and his warm outgoing personality endears him to his many friends. 
He deals with thousands of inquiries the visa unit receives by phone and 
in person. He is invariably polite and helpful and strives always to 
provide a high quality of customer service. 

Foreign Language Skills t Mr. Parish effectively uses his Chinese in his 
work. He has continued his efforts to increase his proficiency. 
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IS. EVAUJATION OF GVf RAlt PERFORMANCE AND ACCOMPLISHMENT {Cenipt«teel by Rat9r> 

IPQP SEMQB f CRCreW SEBVtCS USE 


A. 6tncniiApp#ibat: YES IK) 

P<Biam»net Yits atmsiacxurf ot biOif 0 no, see 6)sm/e^on$ foriiccumntififf vnsabsfaetefY psffcrmoKe) Q Q 

B. SFSMtndMr; t. A^nment «f Ssjary Level « Performsnca was vxcOlGm cr uner Q [H 

2. Member is ItecommendM) fwSeeertifkatien- Parfor<Danc« <wa« exe*>lenc«fbetl«r |— i n 

tS9«ins&ae^sf6rmee^Sca6'eft,evt€tkKmlfseefi^t!*&in.0itiirm-mertfrien^eAefia} “ 

- 3. Member it fw FerfonnKm Fey □ □ 

C. Oiscvseiwi; ^rfonnsnee-serenstbs swj weatnesses-ls evaluated m terns et the •« «)mi»teney grovps (st« insMjetforta for OtRalSont 

mid Esmf wifNa s^i^. Hems 1 ttvough 5 must be addressed wiH> at l^st «ne »mi>e^cy from eecH foreign 

C^ifetenty Rtem SJ slKKdd be s^esKd fer em;^ees if mai^amv ^visians ap}^ {see instnic^onsL To jtntdy a 
reccmnwndaiten bor perfwrrance pay awerti, tbe ratec must Mso ettdmss ttie atliiibenai ciehi {leHormanee pay criteria (set iistmedonsf^ 


* iXMiair 

yCT-^{.3 
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A. Gsfter^ Aspr^sd; IChech block tttet best desct^fS potential! 

1 . For Csrecr Candidates on!)-: Assessment of career potential se a Foreign Service Officer cr Foreigri Service Specielist: 

B Urtable to assess potential from observations to date 

Candidate is urtfitely to serve effectivsfy even with addition^ sji^srience 
Q Candidate is Skefy to serve elfectiveiy but judgment is contingent ort additi<»t8i avaiaateS experience 
Q Carnfidata is fecommended for tsmjre and can be expected to serve successftdiy across a normal career span 
(Support yoift choice by discussing below the candidaie's potentraJ for successful service across a nwmsd career span, citirtg 
ex®np!es wffvc* ifiistr ate strengths and weaknesses in the camp^KSes cited in Section H.J 
2. For othw Foraigrt Service smfSoyees; 

O Recommend imrnediate piomolion 
pn Recommetid additional experience at current grade 

(Qlscuss below the rated employee's command ot skills for successful pe'lormance in positions, interfunctianal and/or in employee's 
carte cr specialty, at the rtext higher grade. For those recommended for additional et^erience, the rater aekfitiertsfiy must dstehbe 
the spedSe expedetyee needed and fdoitSfy the eempetency or competencies fisted in Secc'on H. IfKludng skffis in eirtf^oyee's cone er 
spedafty, which that experience wilt develop.} 

8. Discussion; 

One of Mr. Parish's greatest strengths is his ability to deal with fast 
moving, quickly changing crisis situations. When confronted with 
einergencies he shows to best advantage his qualities of clear thinking, 
organizational expertise, and decisive action. No one could have 
responded more imaginatively or innovatively than did Mr, Parish 'than when 
I sent him to the furthermost reaches of far-western China last summer in 
search of Harry Wu. The incarceration and temporary disappearance of this 
controversial American made front page headlines worldwide. Mr. Parish’s 
ability to move swiftly to Urumqi, 1500 miles from Beiji.ng, and from there 
arrange for overland transportation another 300 miles to the border of 
Kazakstan, challenged his Initiative and survival skills to the utmost. 

The last stage of the trip, over barely passable dirt roads, took 12 
hours. Keeping in constant touch with the Embassy was nearly impossible 
but he did it and that made it infinitely easier for us to respond to 
demands from the Department, the Hill, and the White House. 

A more prosaic challenge to Mr. Parish's adaptability and innovation 
occurred on the very cold day in January when the consular Section 
reopened after the 15-day furlough. Confronted with an enormous crowd of 
desperate visa seekers, he swiftly organized crowd control measures which 
separated the easy cases from the tough ones, arranged expeditious 
handling for those needing to travel urgently, deferred, processing for 
routine cases, and enabled a harried visa staff to deal with four times 

the normal workload without extra bodies and without collapsing . , 

altogether . 

It is his ability to rise to such challenges which suggests that Mr. 

Parish is capable of greater responsibility in the future. 


C, Areas far Iroprovemcnf. The (oHowing must be compleleij lor all ernpfoyees. Smsiesyees should be made aware of areas where they 
should concentrate their effoas to imorove. Based on your observation ol the emotoyce in his/her present position, specify at feast one 
area in which he/she might test direct such efiorts. Justify your choice, frbe response If not to ie cfirectec/ to need for formaf traifil/tstJ 

Mr. Parish has difficulty in communicating upwards. Despite my urging, he 
has not Kept me as fully informed of plans, problems, or changes of policy 
in his unit as I would have liked. Having preceded him at post, my 
familiarity with the unit and its staff makes it relatively easy for me to 
overcome these lacunae. My successor will not have these advantages and 
Mr. Parish must take care in the coming year to be more open with his 
supervisor. Regular ongoing dialogue which he initiates, instead of 
simple responses to queries, will be essential to a good working 
relationship. 
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aXHIBIT 


FORM OS-1829 

1 

(1-11 1 


L 


Paso 5 

IV, RAI IN<j ORtICbK Si UUMKLIANCk S 1 A1 hMEN F 

Wor^ requirements were established bv rater, reviewer, and RtnoinveR nn 7 / 2 T / 9 .5 

df annScahia. renuirpmant/t were revkari nn IQ/I^/^R 1 





fmp/oyee's perfomsnee was discussed {candidate was counseJed! on the foltewirg d8te$: 


6/6/95 


10/16/95 


1/10/96 


In the case of an unsatisfactory performance rating, this is also to certify the 
559. 5(2) temployees subject to admhistratiye promotion!, 

Date Rating Ccmplete{l_ 



(Rater's Signature! 


V. REVIEW STATEMENT (Completed by Reviewer) 

A. Discussion: Give your assessment of the employee’s performance and potential (if a career candidate, overall potential to serve effectively 
at ell levels ecroaa a normal career span. Including AS-? if an FSG eandidete). independent observations on performance and potential 
should be supported by providing additional examples of performance observed this rating period. Note differences with the rater's appraisal 
or recommendations. Comment on relatiorts between rater end employee. 


This has been an extremely troubled policy year for U.S-China relations, 
and Charles Parish was at the center of one of the proximate causes — 
the apprehension and arrest of Harry Wu . Charles' involvement not only 
called upon his years of experience in ACS cases, but also required 
stamina, courage, and a deft diplomatic touch- Leaving town on two 
hours' notice to travel to Urumuqi and making arrangements to continue 
on, which ultimately resulted in a 16 hour, 720 kilometer taxi ride to 
the Kazakhstan border, put Charles at the end of a very long, tenuous 
line, isolated and without precise guidance. Facing unfriendly and 
unhelpful local Chinese authorities, Charles was unsuccessful in finding 
Harry Wu, who had been spirited out by the central government. He, 
nevertheless, acquitted himself superbly and in the process demonstrated 
U.S. resolve and the Department's concern about tho welfare of one of our 
citizens in a case frought with political and policy consequences that 
attracted the close attention of the highest levels of our government. 

Away from the glare of the spotlight, Charles guided his NIV unit in the 
day-to-day task of providing quick, efficient visa service to the Chinese 
public. He oversees an operation that continues to provide next-day 
service and has even managed to shift a significant portion to same^^ay 
issuance. His close collaboration with the Information Management staff 
in designing the consular LAN system has resulted in a fully functional 
core of four operational terminals. These are primarily for use by the 
local staff but will grow until each officer has access to his or her own 
PC. Charles' unit maintained high service standards despite a 40 percent 
growth in staff (seven new local employees) and the turnover of three new 
JO'S. 

Although relations between Charles and the rating officer were generally 
good, there was a distinct difference in philosophy on visa issuance, 
which occasionally put Charles at odds with the racing officer and others 
in the Section. 


Reviewing Officer's Compliance Statement: 


irmancs with the Instructions, and adequately documented by 


Date Section V.Comptet 


April 15, 1996 
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A. OUcusaon: This section is intended to provide the rated empteyee's views on the period ol performance appraised and on career goals 
and objectives. You must comment on your most significant achievements during the period. You also may wish to address activities or 
problems which may not have been adequately covered in this report, or aspects of the appraisal which may need clarification or 
correction. You are encouraged to state your current career goals including training and assignments desirad over the next 5 years. 
(Continuation sheets may be used.) 


During the rating period I can say that my greatest accomplishment was 
to continue the process of improving service to the Chinese public. 
Absent technical problems, we consistently return passports and visas 
within 24-hours and even have begun to experiment with same-day returns 
for those walk-in applicants who are interviewed before 10:00 a.m. 

Related to this is the fact that I have been successful in providing 
basic PC training for my entire staff. This training has paid great 
dividends not only in increased efficiency of production but also in 
staff morale. The discipline and energy that is needed to successfully 
study a technical subject has clear application to their day-to-day work 
and this also has enhanced efficiency and morale. I have plans for more 
comprehensive training in the future and am hopeful that I will be able 
to successfully argue for the necessary funds. 



lOata) iSignauyaf 


0 submitted hue, in^eate who is resfionsStiefyrMsyJ 
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MAY 2 2 ■??/< may 

Nomination for Award 


MAY 2 2 


NAME OF NOMINEE ((^st. First, Mkfdls Iratiall , 

CLVv.-1-itQ 


ISOCIAL SECURITY NO. 


PRESENT POSITION TITLE ANO GRADE 


!ORG. SYMBOL OR POST 


Position h«ld during period covered by nc 


it dittereni then present 


D PERFORMANCE O CUSTOMER SERVICE D TEAMWORK 

r~i SPECIAL ACT Q INNOVATION Cl CRISIS MANAGEMENT 


Q OTh«R;_ 


r~l THE SECRETARY'S AWARD 
□ AWARD FOR HStOtSM )P[ ^ C' 6 

n SSCRETARV'S CAREER ACHIEVEMEffT AWARD 
n DISTINGUISHED HONOR AWARD 


□ TIME OFF FROM Di 

r~i CASH 


n SUPERIOR HONOR AWARD 
1^ MERITORIOUS HONOR AWARD 
□ FRANKLIN AWARD 

Q FORBGN SERVICE AWARD FOR PUBUC SERVICE O 


r dliieiAL ;usE only 


[JUSTIFICATION FOR AWARD Oncfude 3 concise Citation to be used on the sward certificate. Additional sheets may be used} 

Inscription should : 

In recognifca-^n of .e^toef^i^t^al^teajnwojck, dedication, and 
achievement an of "the^ ^.”5 ii^gotiating-effort that 
culminated in. the iCyoto- ProtdcoJ''~^tQ''‘,ttie Unt€ed Nations 
Framework Conventtoh'-orf'^limate Change 'the' treaty that 
began a process to'^rotect .fubuxe generations from the 
threat of globala^aming — November 30 to : 

December 11, - 

- 'Angela Barber-^iLson - 
i_--^v.i:Sa3^ara DeRosa-rJoynt . -'y 

"■ Arthur Green 
Julie Norton ' 

• Charles Parish 

^ Ken Thoitias 



L« 

Peter Xeo 

2 EXHiail 

1 


} CP-32.1 

1 





pjNOtjyMATEO ev: INama. n ^. Sifl watuta} 




lOATElMo^ Oay. Year! 


^APPROVEOSY: fSuoervtscr's Nami^W Rian*HMt Aw>ie*bia only R nomatatad by othar tniin 

jagtirg Assistant Secretary, MS 


[OATS RMonth, Oaw Yaari 

m 1 8 igc-p. 
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C/ISH A'MRQS ONLY • APPSOV0 AMOUNT 


[TTPa HAM£ OF CKIffO? MISSION 


^JCNATURE^WiEFOrMiSSiOM 


ICASHAWAROS QN'.r -AFf80VE3 AMOUNT 


□ K” 


rrwmMAMt Of .Acting Asst..5ecretarv 


|SI5(iATUR£OF itotina Asst. .S^TT»t-Arv 



CEHTIFICAUQN: AS Caminittee members reviewing this nsmtnatiwi have attended Diversir/ 
Awareness Trahing for wards cammittee memhers. 


I 1 Oisaswart 


tASH AWARDS O.VLT -AfPSOVED AMOUNT 


nPED NAME AND Tir.£ 


Z EXHIBIT 

CP-32.2 


BUREAJTPOST BUDGET OFFICER Mint. Sgnatn) 


jOATEWe^O*«.Yt»fl 


ACeeUKTINS CLASSlFICAttON tCmileltt by Sunnfl’ttt Bulett atfarl 

Agency Aegrep<iatiei'. Uaimcnt ObligKiatNi. Org. Cede 


knvt Anevit | ObSgatm 


iBUREAUrPOST AWARDS OTHCER TNane. Signature) 


FARTVUI-FAVROtlOFilCEilCFOEbaTiOiU-rerGiUaieqisUseQnl/ 


DATE Nentic Day. riart 


Sraii Tai Whhhilil 


QASOI Tie WKIVtcU 
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The Kyoto Conference in December 1997 marked a ci.*,».ical 
turning point in the efforts of nations to combat the threat 
of global climate change, for the first time, 
industrialized countries 'adopted legally binding targets to 
reduce their emissions of greenhouse gases, whose continued 
accumulation in the atmosphere may change irrevocably the 
condition of life on this planet. Simultaneously, they 
embraced a range of market mechanisms both to lower the 
costs of compliance and to encourage countries without 
targets to participate meaningfully in the global response 
to climate change. 

The Kyoto Protocol, produced by the efforts of over 165 
nations over an intense, two-week period of non-stop 
negotiations amid the glare of klieg lights, the 
incantations of every conceivable stripe of non-governmental 
organization, and incense public interest in every corner of 
the world, triumphed over skeptics and nay-sayers and the 
not inconsiderable efforts of well-organized opponents to 
ensure that the effort would crater. 

The role of the United States at Kyoto proved not only 
indispensable but critical to its success. Despite the 
anxious warnings of well-intentioned advisers, Vice 
President Gore not only participated in the Conference but 
instructed U.S. negotiators in the critical final hours to 
show increased flexibility in order to reach an agreement. 
His appearance, electrified the tortuous negotiations and 
focused media interest in a high stakes gai^le to ensure 
success. 

The effort mounted by the U.S. delegation at Kyoto also 
had few parallels. With a delegation of over 80, Under 
Secretary for Economic Affairs Stuart Eitenstat and Acting 
Assistant Secretary Melinda Kimble marshaled experts from a 
broad array of federal agencies and specialties to mount a 
multi-pronged offensive. They recognized that success in 
Kyoto would depend not only on the skill of U.S.' 
negotiators but on an ability to capture the high ground 
early with the media, to deal sensitively and substantively 
wich fomally-constituted observer groups from the U.S. 
Senate and House of Representatives that included both 
•members and staff, and to respond openly and swiftly to the 
incessant demands of U.S. NGOs for information and for 
articulation of U.S. strategy and negotiating objectives. 
The achievements of the U.S. delegation on each of these 
fronts - forged the perception that the United States 
dominated the Conference, and this perception of U.S. 
strength endured the success of the outcome. 
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U.S. performance overall in Kyoto depended on the 
efforts of a small, dedicated team that handled the 
logistical support, administrative and communications needs 
of the U.S. delegation, backstopping our negotiators and 
ensuring effective liaison between local staff and the 
delegation and between Jfashington and the delegation. The 
individuals cited herein were the unsung 'heroes' of the 
U.S. negotiating effort, operating as a tightly organized, 
well-disciplined and highly motivated team to provide an 
extensive range of support, literally on a moment's notice, 
that enabled U.S. negotiators to function with maximum 
efficiency and effectiveness. 

In this regard, they sec up and maintained several U.S. 
controls rooms, including the main room near the Conference 
site. Collectively, they found rooms Cor members of the 
U.S. delegation at multiple hotels in Kyoto, even when none 
were to be had-; they obtained, distributed and serviced the 
delegations' "cell-phones" - — the life blood of the 
negotiators; they served as Liaison with White House staff, 
handling their multiple, support needs; they worked with USIS 
staff in Japan to develop and implement the U.S. press 
strategy; they coordinated with local staff and undertook 
distribution of press statements and other materials 
concerning the U.S. position; they worked with Members of 
Congress and their staffs to brief them daily, put. theai in 
touch with key U.S. negotiators, handle their support needs 
and organize delegation-wide briefings; they helped set up 
bilateral meetings for Congressional representatives, took 
.and distributed urgent messages, prepared documents on a 
moment's notice for U.S. negotiators and made sure that they 
were provided in sufficient quantities to enable the 
negotiators to have major influence in various groups and* at 
negotiations on various issues; and they helped represent 
the United States in the- plenary sessions, carefully noting 
the positions taken by other delegations and reporting back 
to key U.S. negotiators. 

The efforts of this group helped significantly to 
ensure that the United States not only achieved its 
negotiating objectives but took the lead internationally in 
moving forward toward a meaningful international response to 
the threat of global warming. They are to be commended for 
their professional skill, their extraordinary dedication and 
their exemplary achievement in producing an outcome in Kyoto 
that furthered U.S. policy and began a critical process to 
protect future generations from the threat of global 
warming. 
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fJA. EVALUATION OF OVERALL PERFORMANCE ««3 ACCONIMJSHMgNT IComplelsd by Rater} 
Alt CUSSES EXCEPT SENIOR FOflBQN SERVICE 


A. Qencral Appraisal: 

ciasses-Perfwmanc* was sstisfactwf OT better (lfno.sesm$tmeti9ns hr tfscvirientfi^ m^iisf^teey peffeamance} S Yes D No 

8- Discussion: Pertormance-swengins onfl waaicnesses-is avalustMl in terms of the si* competency groups Isted below. {See oostrucr/cfls lor 
defim'ttofls arh tisi of campeteoe/as witiiin grot^J Kems 1 tteaos*’ 5 must be ascfteised wWo M iasst «n* esmmteRoy from each pot^. 
"oreign Language Competency litem 61 should bo adlressed for employees if mandatorv provisions apply isee instrgctionst. 

I. Subsientive Knowledge 2. LeadenMp 3. Mansgeriel SMHs 4. ImeRectusi SUIs 5. Inttrpersorwl Sklls 

S. Foroijn Ungusge Skills /comp^ejoerrnstrucs/enj; 


coached a diverse group of employees to become an effective working unit. This shows that Charles has a good 
grasp of both management theory and practice. 


LEADERSHIP SKILLS: Sewn after taking over the portfolio, Charles realized that tfe unit needed better 
relations with various outside agencies which are involved in the SAO process. He then began to build those 
relations, wim phone calls, office visits, and ftoaliy a lunch, whjeh improved working reJatiorahip 
significanily , and made it easier for us to expedite cases when it was really necessary. Since we have no 
representational budget, Charles paid for this out of his own pocket, but the results were worth every pennv. 


MANAGERIAL SKILLS: Seeing that his work day had expanded 150% almost overnight, Charles quickly 
developed some innovative solutions to his work load problems. He then had the courage to come to his 
supervisor - me - and tell me tiat he couldn't handle the work aloia. (Mest pec^ie to tell me they need 
help until ihe things have gone totally and completely to hell.) He briefed me thorougUy on the problems and 
made me a part of his solution. He ^iCn "sold" his a>*workers on his plan, iMiildisg a team to dKii wiA the 
problem. His carefiil marshalling and management of human resource to solve an enormous work load 
problem showed a real umierstanding of what managemem is. 


INTELLKHXJAL SKILLS: One of Charles' challer^es in working with outside agencies Is d«:iduig who is in 
charge there. Can one FBI office clear a cable, or must it go to the Diiecmr? Who has the information we ne^ 
c«i a specific ca^ ia the CIA, and who can release it? Charles gtts Ws job done in an interagency envtronmem 
where who s^ms to be in cimrge and who really is running the show are not re«3ily ^j^ent. He knows who 
to call when we need a decision made and who can answer his question oa a clearasre. he fiirfs die ri^t 
penon, he communicates extremely well. He understands that these outside organizations have different 
cultures, and knows how to tailor his speech and writing to his audience. The result is that he imintains good 
relatioiships with some very diverse organizatbns aM ibows how to use 6«)se retetionships m get what we 
need. 

INTERPERSONAL SKILLS: Charles has a marted ability to btuld teams and facilitate cooperation on a 
common goal. He is able to gather very people iiao a team, build a reladoasltip among the 

mdividuals, and direct that group's e^rglos to solvii^ probtens. He las die respea ^ affisctic® of his 
co-woikers. All tills is amply demonsaated In his buildaig aa ad-hoc team to de^ wUh iRiddea lage increases 
in SAO work load. It is a very effective team m^e of of very different people. It worts boaese Charles 
makes it work. 
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^RMOS-tSZa - 

!»■ EVALUATIOM OF POTEffTIAL fCotwpUtwl by Ratflft 

A. CMWtf Appraisaf: fClteekhSoek liistiiesttlescfj^pefeinfal} 

1- Fof Caiesr CaodWates oniy: Assessment ot career poteitia! as 9 Foreign Service ORicef cr Foreiot’ Service SpeeiaUst: 

Q Un^Ie M assess pstenliSt From ebservsiioas to date 

a CsoSidate is ynllk^ ts serve sffectivelv even with additional experience 

Candidate is likely fo serve effectively bat judgment is contirtgeot or> addificna! evaluated experience 
n C^didate is reconvnerMfed for tenure end can be expected to serve suoeestfutfy eeross a norms! career spur 
iSujiport vote cN>!ce by discusting below the caedidata's p^emlei for soccessfui servica across s n«mal earm spas, citing 
examples wftich iHustraw sireogths «>d weaknesses inifte cempetencss cited inSactiort II.) 

2. for other Foreigrt Service employeasr 
^ Recommerd immediate pramoti'on 
Q Reconwierd jtfditicnai experience at emrert grade 

(Discuss fceiow the rated empiovea's comtmrxj ot sVSs for succsssftd petformance in posittons, oweffonstion^ awlAw in ewi^ovee's 
cone »r specially, at lha oem higher jrads. for rbose recommended for additona* «»|ieBerwsB, the rater oddittonsdlv nwjt desedbe 
the specific aipotience ne*d«i and idtn^ ^ competency or csnpeteneiea fisted in Seebon It. InciutSng skiRs irt employee's cone or 
specidty. which that experienea wiM dsuetop.l 
8. ESseussion! 

Cltaries Parish is a swan^-drainer. Although tihai isn't a giamorous image, it's what Foreiga Service manages 
shouW do, but mostly ik>n'L ftjt into an impossfcly busy job, where fliere are prcAtlems in ail directions, most 
Foreign Service managers work overtime and weekends to answer cables, fmi^ cases, and "get the work out. " 
Tl^y at^ck die sympt<»T» • the alligators - rather than with die fundamental management problem > die 
swamp. Charles w^ throvm into the Middle ^sKmi portfolio swmnp withcxit aay experience in tts re|kni, or 
any kt tl» c^n^ter systmns we use or the work we do. C3iasg^ in law and SAO reqaifemeots 

increased the work load, about percent overnight, in a region chat has more aedve .terrorist thresh than any 
other. ITie office lost oiw full time position, and no new resources were available. Allig^rs in all directions. 
Wiea he saw the problems, Charles reacted like a good manager ^ould. He identified the fuiatoimenta] 
problems - office procedure, wasted resourcffi, lack of oigaidatfen, poor coordination with outside a^nci« - 
and found lone term solutions to dian. He came up with a t»w filing ptot^dws ttot made coriroUmg cases 
easier, got U'aming on unused computer systems that saved time and effon, and took time m meet and develop 
cmtfKiis in outside agencies. The problem with tong lena solutions is that diey take tioK ta inclement - in the 
meantune the aliigatot^ k^t bhii^ Charfos - and his boss. Posts l^t asking him - and me • abem delays 
answers to SAOs. Despite the inessute, Charles kept inisbig most of his tin» where it wouki do the most 
g<^, iiHo pernihiiei^ sotudous to the portfolio's problems, not casework. Hus perseverance in the face of 
extreme adversity demoastra»d good jwlgemeat and a stren^ of character that is mmsia!. la the fonger run, 
&e reforms to^ e:^t. Otn|nit increased, and the backlog disa^i^^ • penmseotly and wi&out overiiroe. 

We still have a few alH^Mrs anwod, but they are a vanisMi® species in tte Millie Hastem portfetifo. 

Alligators §et scarce wf^n the swan^ is disa^)eaniig - are redact when a good msna^ment system 

is in place. And when "Crocodile* Parish is running the show. 

Charles i^sh is a ksder. As part of drc solution to sharply exported mirk |{»d, he arranged to ha^ one 6S 
recretary a studem intam assigned to the Middle Eas^m ^rtfolio. He has bulk this unlikely team into an 
^ective unit by developing drcir sldlls, strec^dienii^ te^irworic. and encouraging there to contribute to dieir 
foil ability under very cnaUesgiiig clrcumstarces. Making tfos group successM shows how aware Charles is of 
diversity in tte workplace, and how sidiled foi is In managhig it. 

Chaiies Parish is workii^ iiire an 0-1 now, and should get paid for it. Which Is why he shfmid be ptfamwed 

C. AroM for tnvrovxmont: Tho foKooving must tM complotad for ill employMS. Em|>loy««it #<oukl b* mad« aw^ of areas wh«re they 
sheuM cen«*noate tr«ir efforts w hdwovs. Sase^ on yow ofiswvsUon of the smt^oyee in Nsfhtr itreseitt sfnnfy at teaat one 

area in wMch he/ahe might hMt <)^eet ai^ effoits. your choice. !7li«i9V9m0itnotiod*sBi»cuatintM^^i<imattr»iitiiig.f 

Ctwies is much more interest^ in managnnent .mtd in his people dian In "suketamie. " Hw fine points of die 
law. the precedent cases on key SAO issues, the niny-griOy details of how we do our work leave him pretty 
ccid. Charles imis to resognize foat he will be a betrer manager ^ he folly uitdersreods the process and can 
fikly ai^^iate what it takes to pretfoce a good SAO on a con^lkafod issie. A bedor of ^ ^reciailzed 
^is tlut go info this business v^ld sem hiin well. 


E»ilBnr 



CP-33 3 


320 


V. REVIEW STATEMENT {CompietecIbtfReviewef 


A. Dfscujslan: Giv9'/oxira^ssmirM^tS^eiTp^a’fe&speiisrmtmean<3goitnmfltacareerean<li-ist9,Oifiesilpo!ar>Sailos9rveefftX!^v&yaia!Sieyels 
aHPSsa KW7J«.ca.ws;rar),«cs«fnsfS-7iraffF50ca'W/£afSA iMspsiaeRt MssAiaiKsis on perJomance are} potenfisB a>ouM 6e suppw’ed 6y 
pmvMns aSSfcnaiexampws o! perfonflanca KissivscI iNs raSns teriol. Note differences witn the ratei's appraisal or leeommeiwSitiMs Comment 
OR relations &ttwean rater andempio)^ 

Oiarles Parish has doije an exceiient job in what is one of the least known or andcrstood, yet most Important 
parts of the Visa Office. , The CowJin^on Division is the part of VO that coordinates with the inlelligctKe and 
law enforcement communiaes the h^dling of the most sensitive visa applications, those from persons suspected 
of terrorism, espionage, or other serious threats to U.S. national interests. The job requires a through 
knowledge of ihe applicable sections of immigration law and visa reguiations, inierpeisonal a^ bureaucratic 
skills for deaJiag with the cahcr agencies, and a keen sense for tfw political and policy implications of iadividiial 
visa cases. As the rating officer has accurately descri^, Mr. Parish ^sess all of these qualities in good 
measure. 1 stroi^ly endorse the rater'spraise for .Mr Parish’sperformance and ths recommendation for 
promotion. 

As tlK r^er points out, even in an ofrice fraught with sensitive issues and cas^, the Middle ^tem account, 
which Mr. I^rish handled, is the most challMigiag of ail. That certainly was tnietiaring this rating period when 
rtie sudden imposition of a new clearance Kquircnieni t« all visa applicants from Iran, miwe than doubted the 
caseload ovcn^t. The rmer ^htiy praises Mr. Ptirish fcff his "big picture" aj^roach toihissitu^on. Despite 
pressure from tSngt^sional offiers, high levels of the Def^rrineat, and overseas posts for special handling 
of intMvidual cases, Mr. Parish refused, as the rater terms it, lograj^le wUhthe ailigators. Instead he took Uie 
wsa- approach of finding systematic and organizational cures forthe situation - dining dw swamp. Mr. 

Parish indeed deserves high praise for his success in that regard. We have been veiy well served to have him 
handling this key portfolio ^ a very difficult time. 

The rater also accurately described the difficult interagency environment in which the Coordination EMvision 
mas! fonction. Each agency has its different priorities and agenda, and some view the visaftmetion as process 
rather than as ^ibstaiee. To succeed in dus environm^tt, as Mr. Parish has done, requires great skill at 
n^otiatiem and communietkions. as well as persisteiKie. 

Mr. Parish's afifability and sense of hunjor have made him a very welcome presence in a division that 
frequently was short-stafed and overworked during the past year. We’vebeen very lucky to have him. 

Relations betwe«5 Mr. Parish and the rating officer were excellent. 




321 


- - 

C in iT«TlMillT8 YB AHDtMPlOTIt 

A ««iwa6aw«ot»yMnB$! 

ajpawnsSMyanroartatihepe^ T*4toi<M»»S»I«««W«riSte»p*eOT«»**nw»»N«ti»«SBM«irc«r!«SlB8i»»n?o»'.<st«!pKuolii>s«Brt»« 
Tw»iWBtij9dM«it«r« wie i! M iw y i HiT* >ih8giWr<«iac <i p a e 5Uto iw l ewrthtMn5|»«$. lOn^itittiiii sites sitf 

Uisaij 

Having to use existing resources to manage a substantial incrcsae In workload was the greatest achievement of 
tisis markiag wriod. Key to the success of my efforts was fee ability to fona good woik^ reMlonslup with 
diverse ageitties and iiwiividiials, both and tte d^ranera. negotiations led to a liealthy 
clunate of mumal undea-st^ii® and cooperatitm that was tey to roy ability to manage fee portfolio efieaively 
without additional resources. 

After servmg my entire career in overseas assignnwnts I can say feat this depsatment tour has greatly added to 
my uidcKtandii^ of the ftinctiomng of fee foreign service command sttucture. I fed feat I have a much 
broker picmre of fee diverse criteria and fee barraocratic nK»ssities that are n«:essary to arrive at decisitms 
in a variety of seemingly unrelated issues. TTie "Big Picture’ perspective will serve me well In future 
assignn^nts. 

I would also like k> say that ^rving in Washington. D.C. has given me the opportunity to address my felt 
need for lacdc of femiliarity mi competence wife rnodem compuior systems. I have completed a number of 
basic computer courses at NFATC and I now feel confideittof my abilily to use the PC's and MS software 
feat any FSO can ejtpect.to fmd inplace in our missions overseas or here in Wafeington, D.C. 




amtmmiM 

uhJnl I J- 


g. c i MM i tg 
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I'nihu^-iy 'if if'- I .<liilr>c 


January 3, 199'3 


■■=;pnsitive But 
Memorandum 
To: The DCM - 

From: NIV Uni 

Subject: Fraud Work and Visa Work Flow 

Your attached correspondence raises excellent questions 
that should be addressed. The basic answers to your two 
questions arc 1) yes, I do believe that some DSB employees 
(especially those driving cars on DSB salaries) could very 
>;eii be receiving gratuities for influence-peddling, 
although I have no proof; and^?) yes, I believe tjiat, 
despite its utility to us, as) pointed 

out in her excellent, cable (56' Chengdu 3283 ), the waitaan 
system has been corrupted and is used at times for 
fraudulent purposes. J Z? Anti-Fraud officer, 

can provide specific examples of malfeasance in the 
Beijing waiban system. 

The essential qjiestion, however, is ’'What do we do about 
it?" As you are aware, nonimmigrant visa work involves a 
delicate balance between meeting customer needs and 
protecting U.S. border security from fraud and malfeasance - 

I assumed my present positicn because ray predecessor _ 
suddenly curtailed, under a cloud of suspicion but with no 
wrong doing definitively ever proved. No follow-up 
inquiries or investigation team ever came from the 
Department -- not from DS, CA, or the IG office. 
Additionally, it took six months of continued pressure on 
my part to have a security interview conducted (in lace 
October — Charles left in May) with Yang LiPing, Charles' 
fcrraer secretary, partner on trips to America, and 
presumed accomplice in whatever, if anyth.ing, went wrong. 

I , felt this interview was essential, if for no other 
reason than for appearances' sake with the other DSB 
employees. In sum, Che lack of bureaucratic £ollow-up on 
this investigation has left the Vice Consuls in the NIV 
unit cynical and somewhat demoralized. As a manager 
responsible for the career development of more junior 
officers, I find this disquieting, as I have discussed 
with]^ . J especially since-despite the stress of an 

ever-expanding work load, the Vice Consuls are all doing a 
commendable job. 


Unclassified 


Chief 


' '1 



e 

pc 
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Since I've been here, the emphasis, starting withf 
has bean mainly on the service, rather than the " 

investigative, aspects of the job -- and escalating work 
load requires this, if we are to keep our heads above 
water. I have no problem with this, in that I believe in 
a "serve the people" approach in public service 
positions. Additionally, with the expected explosion in 
NIV applications resulting from travel document reform in 
China, we will be sticking our finger in the dyke by 
summer just to meet work load demands- I note, however, 
that the poison pen letter on NIV influence peddling here 
allegedly also went to the San Francisco Examiner. If a 
major Chinese visa scandal blows up in the press, the 
Embassy does not want to bo left in a position of holding 
t.he bag because of emphasis, on service over fraud 
prevention . 


D. 


The old saying "no pain, no gain" applies here. We simply 
do not have the staff or resources to continue, especially 
with numbers ecalating, to provide next day NIV service 
and, at the same time, tc address the fraud issue with the 
seriousness it apparently warrants. 

Korea, where I have worked for eight years of ray foreign 
service career, has had three major visa busts in the last 
two decades. In the seventies there was Seoul police 
involvement in manuf acturing phoney . police clearances for 
immigrant visa applicants. In the eighties, fraud came 
out of the four F^OK government -designated, visa broker 
offices, located across tne street from the American 
Embassy. The political problem there was that people of 
influence, including relatives of then First Lady Lee 
Soon-Ja, had invested in the broker houses. Today, a 
,third clean-up, in the NIV section with reported American 
involvement, is taking place. I mention these 
examples simply to show that opening the door on the fraud 
issue can produce a political can of worms. Seoul took a 
lot of public and political heat to clean things’ up, but' 
their experience proves It can be done with suff-icient 
resources and the commitment of management. 

In conclusion, I stand ready to carry out whatever 
priorities you and^ ^designate. However, the 

message myself and the NIV officers are receiving -- given 
the lack of follow-up on the Parish case, etc. — is that 
service and speed of production take precedence over fraud 
and malfeasance considerations. A serious approach to 
investigating business and student visa fraud would 
require a slowing down of processing for seme legitimate 
travelers. The question is: Are we prepared to pay that 
price? 

* US 6^,pu>Vf£- h “* 
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Memorandum 

DATE: January 15, 1958 

TO; CG 

1 

FROM: NiV 

■ RE: Visa Fraud and Damage Control 


n 


We ^ai lo be hit wift a m«iia carthqu^e- Whea aid/or tte LA. Tmsi rus dwu' pieces en 
visa fraud in China (and possibly Charles Parrish) the Consular section will b« overrun Western 
journalists looking for anew angle on the story. At this poiiu we cannot prevent this from happening •• 
nor should we,- givoi the almost sacred pl^e which press freedom holds in our colnire wd in our !aw«. 
Wiiat we can do is put into effe«» some damage control measwes before the e«dsquake luts. The old 
adage "Caesar's wife must be above su^iciei?" .-^plies h«e — both impropriety JUtd. equalfef important 
the appearance of impropriety must not be apparent That calls for revising some of the ivays visa 
business is cor.dsict^ within this Embassy 


I strongly urge the imimdiate impleinentation of the follo wing measures: 


- the Cotmtry Team be informed that the blue reform (noniatereiew) sq^em may not be tsed for any 
case involving a prior refiisal. Yellow referral forms with micrview should be used in those cates 

- /UU.S.cibzetKarebeingoffftrednwneyioescMt^lityKits (if Yuri and Tara could find this out, a 
good joimaiist in Beijing can as wel!) we inform all Am^c^is. official as well tino^tci^, those 
escorted must wait their turn in line and that escorted reconsideration cases can only make application 
afterfust time rasesare screeied -at approximately ten tltiity. 

- th^ tiie'Embsssy retjtrest that the Chinese govemm^t, gives the srmsitmty of fraud issues in &e 
IMted States, investigate what b going on at the shop across the street, including the pi^arstion of dte 
daily list and whether any money changes hands in that process; We should include in the request that 
tins operation be shut down if it is determined that moiuQr changes hands. 

- Raterate at Country Team otar “Yed door sign" paRcy of m contact beweea &nba^ staff and otr 
DSB and' Amencan staff on visa questions - all quertes should come to you, me or Pat. 

bictude in the one^lay waihan conference with Chinese officials a (tiscussion of the need to reform the 
waibaa system »d so infonntite Country Team. 
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T oday we had the following examples of Ukefy widespread visa malfeasance at our very gates; I ) tlie 
U S. citizen, originally fromTaiwjm, who was told to return this evening to "register " his applicant on 
die list; 2) die posting on our outside bulletin board of an advertisement. wiUi phone numbers, promising 
services io facilitate visas, and 3) a tampering witli a yellow pickup form submitted by die waiban 
system. 
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NOTES FOR 10/23/97 MEETING WITH HEAD OF INSPECTION TEAM 

W« would Ukc to raise the foiJowin^points to jliusa^te and clarify the role of our 
Jmnie^ate supervisor . During the Consul General’s absences, f 

* IS acting-C^ was responsible for key management decisions. Indeed, the vice 
'"consuls have found(__ *|^o be an exceptionally responsive manager, often in the face of 
conventiOT.al vnsdom or reluctant inertia to act. For example; 

Fraud 

(1) For several months previous to his removal, a DSB «nployee named Da Cheng was 
brought to the attention of the CG by the vice cemsufs. The DSB employee was widely 
reputed to be involved in acts of visa malfeasance. No action was taken until Halpin, as 
acting-CG, fired Da Cheng in April 1997. 

Moreover, for about one year, one of the vice consuls regularly wrote memos, 
including at least one to the DCM in December 1996. concerning local employees 
involved in malfeasance and that larger issue of fraud in gene^. Hw concerns were 
i^ored by virtually all of management, with the exception of^ ^ 

(2) Among mai?y incidents contributing to low morale among the vice consuls were those 
involving allegations that the former NT\' line chief was involved in visa malleasance. 

of the vice consals at that time raised the issue v«th the then-CG. Instead of being 
investigated, the incident appears to have been deemed closed when the former NIV line 
chief was transferred back to Washington. DC, where lie was received a merit pay 
increase. The NTV line chief was allied to have been assisted in acts of visa 
malfeasance by a DSB anplojree _^assumed the role of NIV line chief, he 

requested that the RSO interview the OS’S employee in question. Despite Halpin's 
repeated reque^s for action, the DSB employee was not interviewed until four months 
after the former NIV line diief s departure from post, 

Mor«3ver|Halpi3repeatedly told the current CG that allegations of malfeasance 
and subsequent apparent lack of action on the matter were seriously demoralizing the vice 
consuls. He stated that man^emem’ s apparent lack of action would likely result in the 
resignation of the two vice consuls wdto resigned earKe- this year. In fact, both vice 
consuls cited this incident as major factors in their decision to leave the Foreign Service. 








WORKLOAD 

While %dsa applications have skyrocketed over the past five yeai^, stafSng has not 
increased commensurately, During this past summer, the three vice consuls routinely 
iruerviewcd 500-600 applicants per day, from 8:30 a.m. to about 2:30 or 3 :00 p.m., with 
no small hnsks or lunch until interviews wstq complex. Although the vice consils 
expressed concern about the stressful nature of interviewing hundreds of ap^ilican^ for six 
hours without a break, no action was taken to ameliorate the situation untili , _as 

acting-CG, instituted procedures for limiting and coittroHing the volume of^plk^ts. 
Similar to practice in other major "visa rmlls,” all first time appikants arriving before 1 1:00 
a.m. are interviewed. Depending on the day's number of applicants, previously refused 
applicants are then uiterviewed immediately foEowing completion of interviews for first- 
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time applicants, or are asked to return aftea- lundi. These measures have resulted in a 
more ordedy and less stress&I work load for the vice consuls, with little or no decrease in 
the number of applicants interviewed. 

MORALE 

Given that three of the four intendewing consular officers are of non-European heritage, 
prejudice has emerged as a problem. Although jhe issue was raised in at least tv^ staff 
meetings, again no action was taken unti^ ^ as acting-CG. raised the issue at country ^ ^ 

team. Only then did managemaat acknowledge the CMStence of this problem and agree to 
cooperate to address it. 

' , ^responsiveness to these and other issues faced by the consular section have P ^ 

contributed to a halt in the d«:iKung morale of the section as it continues to manage an 
increasing workload with inadequate resources. 
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It was suggested fliat I apply for the vacancy created by the sudden cunaiimeRt, under the warning of 
withdrawal of confidence by the Ambassador, of the Nonfenm jgiait Visa Unit chief. While no 
invcstiaaticn was ever conducted into the allegations concerning the conduct of my predecessor, the 
probletrs in the visa section in Emba»y Beijing were so widely known indie sprmg of 1996 that the 
conlroiled Giinese ptess, via a magarine article ^Attachment F), presented a detailed report on the subject. 
1ft addition, among the alleged transgressions pointed to regarding my predet^MLwas-his-seeial 
relationship with political fund-raiser Johj^v Chun g... While-.-in faime^Vnbth Inc concrete was ever proven 
concerning my predecessor’^-cerrduccr'must questbn a personnel system which, one year after 
curtailment under pressure, presented this officer with a meritorious step increase while low ranking me. 
the very person who is acknowledged as having rectified for the Depanment a seriously fiawd situation, 
and threatening me with the possibility of premature selection out. t implemented a number of 
maoagement-drivefl improvement upon my arrival in my new position which were ehrwjicled by the Vice 
Consuls in a summary they presented at a meeting with a represwstaiive of the Office of the Inspector 
Genwalwhich recently compi««i an inspection of Smbassy/Beijing (Attachment Q). 
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